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THE FIELD EXPERIENCE IN PREPARATION PROGRAMS FOR EDUCATIONAL 
ADMINISTRATORS AND SUPERVISORS
Purpose. The purpose of this study was to analyze four types of 
doctoral field experiences, namely mono-based, dyad-based, triad-based, 
and multi-based, to determine their feasibility and effectiveness in the 
preparation of educational administrators and supervisors. Taken in 
sequential order the four types of field experiences place one doctoral 
intern in a school system, pair two doctoral interns, pair two doctoral 
interns with a university professor or refer to three or more doctoral 
interns in educational administration or supervision assigned to a field 
station for the purpose of on-the-job training and interaction.
Procedure. The examination of field experience programs at the 
doctoral level was limited to those offered in all nineteen state- 
supported universities in twelve southeastern states of the United States 
which were members of the Southern Regional Council on Educational 
Administration (SRCEA). Excluded from consideration were programs offered 
by private universities or colleges in the Southeastern Region or by 
institutions in other states except through the review of literature. 
Questionnaires were sent to: (1) each university director or supervisor
of an intern or field station during one of the academic years 1971-1972, 
1972-1973, or 1973-1974; (2) each school administrator or supervisor who 
worked with doctoral interns in a field experience during the designated 
time period; and (3) each doctoral intern who had been in the program 
during one of the designated years. Selective on-site visits were made 
and discussions were held with personnel representing the three groups in 
each of the four types of doctoral level field experience programs.
Summary. On-site visits and conferences included discussions with 
personnel representing a basically mono-based field experience with the 
Tennessee State Department of Education, the University of Tennessee, the 
University of Louisville, and the University of Kentucky. A dyad-based 
center in Metropolitan Atlanta and a multi-based field station in Miami 
were visited.
From the population studied, a total of 84.21 percent of the uni­
versities, 72.55 percent of the interns, and 74.19 percent of the sponsoring 
practitioners responded to a questionnaire. Thirteen of the nineteen 
universities offered a field experience in administration. Seven of the 
same thirteen universities also offered a field experience in super­
vision. Three of the sixteen reporting universities did not offer a field 
experience, but one of the three had plans to implement a program.
The majority of interns spent five days a week in the field 
experience. The ideal length of the program corresponded very closely 
with the actual length. A high percentage of interns were remunerated 
during the experience. The three principal means of remuneration were 
EPDA grants, public school system funding, and university teaching 
fellowships.
Although the predominant format of the field experience was 
mono-based, a larger number of reporting interns had been involved in 
either a dyad-triad-based or a multi-based field experience. Interns 
were exposed to a large number of selected experiences in both 
administration and supervision at the public school level as well as 
with the State Department of Education. The externship was offered 
by four universities.
An externship is a way of responding to the needs and problems 
of former interns who are now practicing administrators or super­
visors. It consists of weekend retreats, involving externs, conducted 
by university faculty in educational administration and supervision.
Each of the three groups of respondents was asked to evaluate 
several areas, objectives, duties, and outcomes of the program. The 
three groups were consistent in their responses to most c f the items. 
Strengths, weaknesses, and suggested alterations of the content or 
nature of the field experience program were enumerated by all three 
groups of respondents and are reflected in the conclusions and 
recommendations of the study.
Conclusions. On the basis of this study it was concluded that: 
(1) A field experience was essential unless the student has had an 
extensive amount of prior administrative or supervisory exposure. (2) 
Each of the four types of field experience programs had recognizable 
strengths. (3) Doctoral interns placed in dyad-based, triad-based, or 
multi-based programs had an advantage over mono-based program interns 
because of the unique opportunity of interaction afforded them. (4)
The most comprehensive field experience program possible should be 
provided for interns based on their individual needs. (5) The placement 
of interns in appropriate school systems should be a highly selective 
process. (6) In some instances more adequate program planning with 
specific objectives is needed. (7) In some field experience programs 
interns need more active involvement in meaningful activities with 
reduced observational requirements. (8) All interns receive some 
measure of remuneration during their field experience. (9) Some 
interns may need a longer experience (proportionate to individual 
needs) than others. (10) The field experience generally provides ade­
quately for the transition from theory to practice. (11) More 
university directors of field experience programs need to study the 
feasibility of increasing the placement of interns in urban school 
centers. (12) In some instances university supervisors should schedule 
more frequent visitations with interns. (13) An externship experience is 
important for providing follow-up of former interns in their adminis­
trative or supervisory duties. (14) Scheduling of campus course work 
during the field experience places a burden on some interns.
Recommendations. From the conclusions, nine recommendations can 
be made. (1) Continue providing doctoral level field experience for 
students according to their individual needs. (2) Study the feasibility 
of dyad-based, triad-based, and multi-based grouping in field centers or 
field stations to offer interns the most appropriate and comprehensive 
field experiences. (3) Be highly selective of school systems and other 
educational agencies in which interns are placed for field experiences. 
(4) Study the feasibility of organizing externship programs to continue 
assistance to former interns who have assumed their full-time adminis­
trative or supervisory positions. (5) Provide some measure of remuner­
ation for all interns during their field experiences. (6) Give, interns 
an opportunity to become more actively involved in appropriate activities 
while reducing observational requirements during field experiences. (7) 
Provide well-planned comprehensive field experience programs for interns. 
(8) Study the feasibility of increased utilization of urban school dis­
tricts as centers for the field experiences of interns. (9) Study the 
feasibility of not scheduling campus course work simultaneous to the 
field experience.
Dissertation prepared under the guidance of Dr. Harold Measel, 
Dr. William Evernden, Dr. Clyde Orr, Dr. Ralph Clarke, and Mr. Ambrose 
Manning.
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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION
In order to meet the demands of society and to insure placement 
of highly competent persons in positions of educational leadership, 
preparatir. programs for school administrators and supervisors are in a 
constant state of revision. Practice teaching, intern teaching, or some 
type of on-the-job experience has been a practice for many years in the 
preparation program for teachers at the undergraduate level. Only 
within recent years, however, have internships or supervised field 
experiences been offered at the graduate level and more explicitly to 
doctoral candidates in educational administration and supervision.
In reporting on administrative training programs offered at over 
two hundred colleges and universities in the United States, the American 
Association of School Administrators (AASA) Commission in its 1960 
Yearbook gave field experience, inclusive of full-time internship, top 
priority as a major strength in the preparation of educational 
administrators.^
According to William Lloyd Johns' study, on-the-job preparation 
programs in educational administration and supervision enabled the 
student to combine theory with practice. Johns found that field 
experience covered a wide scope of activities including school surveys,
■^ American Association of School Administrators, Professional 
Administrators for America's Schools, 1960 Yearbook (Washington, D. C.: 
The Association, 1960), p. 70. (The Association is hereafter referred 
to as AASA.)
1
2internships, and part-time administrative or supervisory assignments
2
under the direction of a participating college or university.
Since 1952, numerous predictions have been made in professional
literature regarding the internship in educational administration.
Clarence A. Newell said, ". , . it appears that the time will come
when school administrators generally will be required to complete an
internship successfully as an essential part of their professional 
„3preparation."
In the 1960 AASA Yearbook, the authors made nineteen references 
to the administrative internship. They said:
In the coming years an institution's willingness to 
undertake an internship program and to finance it at an 
appropriate level could well be the test of its existence.
The internship is the sine qua non of a modern program of 
preparation of educational administrators. If an insti­
tution cannot provide internship training, it should notibe 
in the business of preparing educational administrators.
In the foreword of The Internship in Educational Administration. 
Newell said:
The fact that internships are proving themselves to be 
highly valuable in an administrator's preparation gives 
rise to the belief that the time may come when they will be 
considered indispensable.^
^William Lloyd Johns, "Supervising Field Experiences and 
Internship Programs in Educational Administration and Supervision in 
the California State Colleges" (unpublished Doctor's dissertation, 
University of Southern California, 1966), p. 49.
O
Clarence A. Newell, Handbook for the Development of Internship 
Programs in Educational Administration. Cooperative Program in Edu­
cational Administration, Middle Atlantic Region (New York: Teacher's
College, Columbia University, 1952), p. 2.
^AASA, Professional Administrators for American's Schools, 
op. cit., p. 82.
^Daniel R. Davies, The Internship in Educational Administration 
(Washington: The Center for Applied Research in Education, Inc., 1962),
p. 80.
3Daniel R. Davies made two observations regarding the adminis­
trative internship: "... first, the administrator of the future will
have served an internship; and second, no professional school will be 
accredited that offers no internship."
Davies added that a university should "by official action make 
a year's internship a requirement as part of post-master's degree 
programs in elementary, secondary, and general school administration."^
Fritz C. Borgeson made the following statements regarding a 
required field experience:
While general acceptance of the internship in school 
administration has been slow in coming, wide acceptance will 
be rapid in the next few years. National organizations are 
looking with favor upon the internship.
. . . New York and New Jersey have taken initial steps in 
incorporating the internship in certification requirements;
. . . other states now are toying with the idea. Still others 
will follow. Will the profession be ready to cope with and 
provide for greatly expanding demands for the internship as a 
prerequisite for admission to all educational leadership 
positions?®
In 1973, the State Department of Education in Tennessee enacted 
legislation requiring a sixth year of professional study, including an 
internship, for certification of supervisors, principals, and superin­
tendents. These new certification requirements were scheduled for 
implementation in September, 1975.
^Ibid., p. 82.
7Ibid., p. 97.
O
Fritz C. Borgeson, "The Role of the University in the School 
Administration Internship Program," The Internship in Administrative 
Preparation, ed. Stephen P. Hensley (Columbus, Ohio: The University
Council for Educational Administration [The University Council is 
hereafter referred to as UCEA]; and Washington, D. C.: The Committee
for the Advancement of School Administration [The Committee is here­
after referred to as CASA], 1963), pp. 106-07.
4Leroy C. Olson, in summarizing his prediction for an internship 
in educational administration, indicated he would go as far as to:
1. Make inclusion of the internship a requirement 
for accreditation of all university programs of pre­
paration for school administrators;
2. Make the internship experience a requirement for 
all students in a post-master's degree in educational 
administration; and
3. Make the internship experience a requirement for 
certification as a school administrator.?
THE PROBLEM
Statement of the Problem
The problem of this study was to identify, analyze, and evaluate 
four types of doctoral level field experiences: mono-based, dyad-based,
triad-based, and multi-based.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to analyze four types of doctoral 
level field experiences to determine their feasibility and effectiveness 
in the preparation of educational administrators and supervisors.
Importance of the Study
A preliminary review of relevant literature indicated that a 
high quality field experience in educational administration and/or 
supervision can be of tremendous value to students planning professional 
careers in these areas. Former interns in educational administration 
and supervision at East Tennessee State University, as well as members
?Leroy C. Olson, The Status and Future of the Administrative 
Internship in the United States (Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; Temple 
University, 1970), p. 3.
of the professional staff concurred in this conclusion.
At the Southern Regional Council on Educational Administration 
.(SRCEA) meeting in Atlanta, Georgia, during November, 1973, Ralph 
Kimbrough and Michael Nunnery of the University of Florida indicated 
that the data collected and analyzed in the proposed investigation would 
make a viable contribution to SRCEA1s "Feasibility Study of Preparation 
Programs for Educational Administrators."^
It was hoped that the findings and recommendations of the study 
would provide guidelines for the improvement of field experience 
programs in the preparation of educational administrators and super­
visors in the southeastern region of the United States.
ASSUMPTIONS
Among the assumptions supporting this study were the following:
1. Some type of supervised field experience is a valuable 
asset in the preparation of educational leaders.
2. Not everyone in a doctoral program in educational adminis­
tration and supervision would participate in a field experience. The 
required field experience would be weighed by the candidate's committee 
according to his needs and objectives.
3. Some benefits are to be expected from each type of program 
investigated.
4. The data necessary to analyze strengths and weaknesses of 
various types of field experiences could be obtained from questionnaires, 
interviews, and a review of relevant literature.
■^Statement by Ralph Kimbrough and Michael Nunnery, personal 
interviews, November 12-13, 1973.
6LIMITATIONS
This examination of field experience programs at the doctoral 
level was limited to those offered in state-supported universities in 
twelve southeastern states of the United States which were members of 
the SRCEA. Excluded from consideration were programs offered by 
private universities or colleges in the Southeastern Region or by 
institutions in other states except through the review of literature.
The investigator realized that there were limitations to the interview 
and questionnaire techniques used in this study.
The study was further limited to information gathered from:
1. Secondary sources, namely published articles in periodicals, 
government documents, university program descriptions, microfiche, and 
dissertations;
2. Primary sources, namely interviews with college professors, 
interns, externs, and supervising practitioners;
3. Questionnaires completed by supervising college professors 
responsible for field experiences, interns and former interns, and 
supervising practitioners; and
4. Doctoral internships limited to the academic years 1971-1972, 
1972-1973, and 1973-1974.
DEFINITIONS OF TERMS
The following terms are defined as used in this dissertation: 
Administrator
Administrator is a generic term referring to the person 
responsible for the total administration of an educational system,
institution, or division of either; it may refer to state superinten­
dents, city, county, or district superintendents, or to a school 
principal,^
Consultant
A consultant is a university professor working as a supervising
member of a field experience in a doctoral program in educational 
12administration.
Evaluator
Evaluator is a term which refers to the fourth member of a 
doctoral field experience team. It is part of his duty to help 
evaluate the field experience program in educational administration 
and supervision.13
Extern
An extern is a former intern who is now a practicing
14administrator or supervisor.
Externship
An externship consists of weekend retreats, involving both
Ucarter V, Good (ed.), Dictionary of Education (3d ed.;
New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1973), p. 15.
■^statement by James Frasher, personal interview, November 14,
1973.
13statement by James Frasher, personal interview, November 14,
1973.
14-University of Louisville, The Externship Program (Louisville: 
University of Louisville, Spring, 1971).
externs and current interns, conducted by university faculty in edu­
cational administration and s u p e r v i s i o n . ^
Facilitator
This term refers to an intern from outside a school system who
teams with a practicing administrator who is also serving an internship.
The two form a dyad and are together for four consecutive quarters of
field experience. The experience is a requirement leading to a
16doctorate in education for both members of the dyad.
Field Experience
This term is often used interchangeably with the term intern­
ship; any program of actual experience by direct on-the-job practice 
for doctoral students in school administration and supervision. The 
purpose is to help clarify the relationship between theory and practice 
for the student, as well as to promote cooperation between the univer­
sity and the school system. ^
Field Station
This term refers to three or more doctoral interns assigned to
a field station for a field experience. During the experience, the
students live together to enhance interaction relative to their 
18assignments.
•^Ibid.
■^Statement by James Frasher, personal interview, November 14,
1973.
■^William Lloyd Johns, op. cit., p. 13.
1%. Y. Nunnery and R. B. Kimbrough, "Innovation in Preparation- 
Concept Seminars and Field Stations," UCEA Newsletter, October, 1969.
Internship
Internship refers to a program in which the student is placed
either half-time or full-time in a school system, directed by a capable
administrator or supervisor, supervised by a university professor, and
guided through a series of experiences representing major aspects of
19the job to be learned.
Mono-based. One doctoral intern placed in a school system with 
a practicing administrator or supervisor or with an educational agency 
for the purpose of on-the-job training is termed mono-based.
Dvad-based. The terms refers to the pairing of two doctoral 
interns— one a practicing administrator; the other, an intern called a 
facilitator.^®
Triad-based. The term refers to the pairing of two doctoral 
interns with a university professor. One student is a practicing 
administrator from within the system; the other is assigned from out­
side the school system. The university professor works closely with
2i
the two interns.
Multi-based. The term refers to three or more doctoral interns 
in educational administration or supervision assigned to a field station
•^William Lloyd Johns, op. cit., p. 11.
^Statement by James Frasher, personal interview, November 14,
1973.
^James Frasher, "A Competency-Based Training Program for the 
Principal: Change Agent," An Educational Professions Development Act
(Educational Professions Development Act hereafter referred to as 
EPDA) proposal for Georgia State University, Summer, 1973.
10
or center for the purpose of on-the-job training and interaction.
Preparation Programs
Preparation programs are limited to post graduate curricula 
especially leading to the Doctor's degree in educational administration
and supervision.22
Simulation
Simulation is the creation of lifelike problem-solving games
23or experiences related to present or future work.
Supervising Practitioner
The term refers to the administrator or supervisor in a school 
system having responsibility for the assignment of duties, the day-to- 
day supervision of activities, and the direction of the intern's on-the 
job experience.
Supervisor
A supervisor is a professional person responsible for the pro-
24
motion, development, maintenance, and improvement of instruction.
University Supervisor
The term refers to the professor responsible for the direction 
and guidance of the intern on the job. He is the essential liaison
22AASA Commission on the Preparation of Professional School 
Administrators, Preparation for the American School Superintendency 
(Washington, D. C.: American Association of School Administrators,
1972), p. 5.
O O
Donald R. Cruickshank, "Simulation, New Direction in Teacher 
Preparation," Phi Delta Kappan. September, 1966, p. 23.
2^Good, op. cit., p. 574.
11
25between the university and the public school.
PROCEDURES 
The following procedures were employed:
1. An Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) computer 
search was done by the Tennessee Research Coordinating Unit (RCU) in 
Knoxville, Tennessee.
2. Dissertation abstracts were researched at East Tennessee 
State University Library.
3. Documents were ordered from ERIC Document Reproduction 
Service, Bethesda, Maryland.
4. Microfiche cards were ordered from the ERIC-RCU Center at 
Knoxville.
5. Disserations were ordered from Direct Access to Reference 
Information (DATRIX), Ann Arbor, Michigan.
6. A preliminary review of literature was made.
7. Homer Coker, Executive Director of SRCEA was contacted for
a listing of all state-supported universities within the twelve states
in the southeastern region, which were members of SRCEA, and which had
26doctoral programs in educational administration and/or supervision.
The twelve states were Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, 
Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee,
^William Lloyd Johns, op. cit., pp. 10-11.
^Statement by Homer Coker, personal interview, November 12,
1973.
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Virginia, and West Virginia. The states and universities are listed in 
Appendix G.
8. Three questionnaires were prepared for data gathering and 
mailed to the population being studied:
A. each university director or coordinator of an intern 
or field station;
B. each school administrator or supervisor who worked 
with doctoral students in a field experience during 
the designated time period; and
C. each doctoral intern who had been in the program 
during one of the academic years 1971-1972, 1972-1973, 
or 1973-1974. (Copies of the questionnaires are found 
in Appendixes B, C, and D.)
9, Questionnaires were analyzed and results presented in both 
tables and narrative form.
10. Interviews and conferences were held with numerous people 
involved in field experience programs and the findings were presented 
in summary form.
11. A summary of findings of the study, conclusions, and 
recommendations were presented in the final chapter.
ORGANIZATION
Chapter 1 includes the introduction, a statement of the problem, 
purpose of the study, assumptions, limitations, definitions of terms, 
procedures of the study, and the organization of the study.
Chapter 2 contains the review of literature related to the
problem.
13
Chapter 3 describes the methodology used by the researcher.
Chapter 4 includes findings from interviews held with 
university supervisors of field experiences, interns, externs, and 
practicing administrators and supervisors.
Chapter 5 presents the findings of the study as reported through 
questionnaires.
Chapter 6 presents the summary, conclusions, and recommen­
dations.
Chapter 2
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
HISTORICAL BACKGROUND
According to Harry hartley and George Holloway, Jr., the 
internship concept had its beginning with the Greeks during the age of 
Pericles.^- During that period, o'f time tlie Greeks believed a man was 
to be entrusted with the responsibility of leadership. Academic prep- 
aration included involvement under realistic conditions. Plato, in 
Book Seven of The Republic, included a form of internship as a requisite 
for men preparing to govern the populace.^
The internship or field experience was designed to increase the 
competency of the learner while he pursued career objectives. In some 
ways the internship resembled the apprenticeship which was developed by 
the early guilds and modern skilled crafts. "The rationale underlying 
the internship is that academic training is best utilized if it can be
O
applied to practical solutions under supervised conditions."
,, i
The medical internship set the pace for all internship programs 
in the United States. Growing, out of the nineteenth century, it was 
first introduced into this country by medical students returning from
^Harry F. Hartley and George E. Holloway, Jr., The Administrative 
Internship in Education. State University of New York, Buffalo 
Department of Educational Administration, November 14, 1968, p. 5. 
(Microfiche.)
2Ibid. 3Ibid., p. 6.
14 ■-
15
4
Europe. A medical internship, following a pattern of rigorous academic 
preparation, introduced the intern to actual experience he would face as 
an unsupervised medical doctor.According to Ronald Rex, who developed 
a theory construct for the internship, on-the-job experience as a way of 
training has now been proposed in all established professions.6
Internships in social work date back to the late 1930's as a 
part of welfare services implemented during the depression. Although 
the social work internship was predicated on the same rationale as the 
medical internship, it did differ in several respects. The social work 
internship normally extended over a twelve to fourteen-month period.
No uniformity in programs for social work was indicated by the 
universities offering an internship.^
Internship programs for public service administrators were 
developed during the mid 1930's. The first public service internship 
was implemented in 1934 at American University in Washington, D. C.
A short period later an internship program for federal employees was 
initiated by the federal government. Public administration internships
^Daniel R. Davies, The Internship in Educational Administration 
(Washington, D. C.: The Center for Applied Research in Education, Inc.,
1962), p. 82.
^Hartley and Holloway, loc. cit.
^Ronald G. Rex, "A Theory of the Internship in Professional 
Training" (unpublished Doctor's dissertation, Michigan State University, 
1961).
^Elaine W. House and Florence Mintz (eds.), "The Development of 
the Internship: An Historical Perspective," Part II, An In-Depth Study
of the Internship Concept as Part of the Doctoral Program in Vocational- 
Technical Education (Columbus, Ohio: The Center for Vocational and
Technical Education, The Ohio State University, June, 1972), pp. 4-5.
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were developed at all three levels of government--local, state, and 
federal.®
Duke University Law School was a leader in providing an intern­
ship for its students. Rutgers University paved the way for a Labor 
Intern Program established to attract mature, experienced trade union 
leaders.
Leroy Olson enumerated other professions incorporating the 
internship concept as an added dimension of their preparation program.
Q
These were hospital administration, nursing, and the ministry.
The teaching internship dates back to the nineteenth century.
Brown University in Rhode Island was credited with founding the first
internship in teaching. Student teaching internships were an established
practice by the I8601s.
In 1919, the University of Cincinnati offered the prospective
teacher a five-year clinical experience. The National Education
Association credited Teachers College of Columbia University with
beginning a graduate teacher education program for liberal arts majors
during the decade of the 19201s.
The Master of Arts in Teaching (MAT) was initiated in 1936 at
11Harvard University by its president, James B. Conant. In the MAT
®Ibid., pp. 5-6.
^Leroy C. Olson, The Status and Future of the Administrative 
Internship in the United States (Philadelphia: Temple University,
February, 1970), p. 1.
•^Forty-seventh Yearbook (Washington, D. C.: The Association for
Student Teaching, National Education Association, 1968), p. 8.
H-Ibid.
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program, interns were placed in a school system for one semester of an 
academic year and were remunerated with a salary comparable to that of 
a beginning teacher.
FIELD EXPERIENCE AND INTERNSHIP PROGRAMS 
DURING THE 1930'S
Preparation programs in educational administration began around
1930. According to Davies, the University of Chicago offered intern-
12
ships as early as 1933.
During the 1930's, interns became cognizant of the importance
of field experience programs as indicated in the following statement
from Newlon, reported by Wells:
The truth of the matter is that many of these techniques 
can be quickly learned in the field, on-the-job, when and if 
needed, and should receive a minimum amount of attention in the 
schools of education.^
Malin David Washburn reported that a field program for students
preparing for school administration and supervision was initiated at the
University of Southern California in 1938. Experience was offered in
both supervision of instruction and school management.^
•^Davies, op. cit., p. 17.
■^Charles Olson Wells, "Pre-Service Preparation of School 
Administrators" (unpublished Master's thesis, University of Southern 
California, 1955), p. 37.
^Malin David Washburn, "An Appraisal of the Field Work for 
Training Public School Principals" (unpublished Doctor's dissertation, 
University of Southern California, 1953), p. 72.
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FIELD EXPERIENCE AND INTERNSHIP PROGRAMS 
DURING THE 1940'S
Several variations of field experiences operating throughout 
the country during the decade of the forties were reported by the 
National Conference of Professors of Educational Administration (NCPEA). 
Some of the variations included the length of the program which varied 
from one quarter to one year, a full-time field experience as opposed 
to one combined with college classes, all of the experience in one 
school compared to an internship in two or more schools, college credit 
compared to no college credit, and remuneration compared to no compen­
sation. ^
The University of Maryland's Program
An internship program for prospective principals, supervisors,
and other administrators was initiated in 1948 at the University of
Maryland. Some of the basic program policies listed by C. A. Newell
and R. F. Will were promoting the professional growth of the intern and
selecting, placing, and sponsoring of the student by a faculty member.
In Maryland's program the maximum amount of credit received by the
intern was sixteen quarter hours. A similar characteristic between
NCPEA and Maryland's program was that the payment of salary to the
1 6intern was optional.
15Emerging Programs for Improving Educational Leadership, 
National Conference of Professors of Educational Administration 
(New York: Teachers College, Columbia University, 1949), pp. 33-34.
*6C. A. Newell and R. F. Will, "Administrative Interns Meet 
Reality," School Executive. 70:65-66, October, 1950.
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Southern Illinois University Program
Initiated during the 1949-1950 school year, Southern Illinois 
University's internship program was not reported in writing until 1955 
by Charles D. Neal. In the Southern Illinois University program, an 
intern received credit for his class work and half-time salary from the 
school district. The program, entitled a "Thirteen Month Plan," 
included being enrolled two consecutive summer terms for college credit 
plus holding a nine months school position under the supervision of a
campus coordinator.^
ADMINISTRATIVE FIELD EXPERIENCE AND INTERNSHIP PROGRAMS
DURING THE 1950'S
The National Education Association reported a study by Wheaton
in 1950 in which he disclosed that only two universities had initiated
18internship programs in educational administration prior to 1947.
According to the National Education Association, Davies reported 
that the first National Conference of Professors of Educational 
Administration (NCPEA) convened at Endicott, New York, in the summer of 
1947 and encouraged the internship in educational administration and 
supervision. The internship program was expanded in 1950 with the 
founding of the Cooperative Program in Educational Administration (CPEA). 
This project was financed by a seven million dollar grant from the
^Charles D. Neal, "Five Year's Experience with Internships," 
Nation's Schools, 55:46-50, May, 1955.
^Forty-seventh Yearbook, op. cit., p. 10.
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W. K. Kellogg Foundation. A nationwide program sponsored by the Kellogg
Foundation was administered by eight university centers for the purpose
of improving programs to select and prepare school administrators and to
continue in-service development of practitioners.
In addition to the CPEA and the NCPEA, a third organization
searching for a means to improve preparation programs for educational
administration was begun shortly after World War II. This organization
was the University Council on Educational Administration (UCEA). The
three organizations were influential in developing and improving
20administrator preparation programs in the United States.
The University of Pittsburgh's Program
The internship program in educational administration was initiated
at the University of Pittsburgh in 1952. Through the program graduate
students were able to relate theory to practice by field-related 
21experience.
Although many interns at the University of Pittsburgh worked 
with school superintendents, others served in a variety of positions. 
Interns served with principals, the Pennsylvania Department of Public 
Instruction, the United States Office of Education, regional educational
19Ibid., pp. 14-15.
20stephen J. Knezevich (ed.), Preparation for the American 
School Superintendent, published by the American Association of School 
Administrators, 1972, p. 11.
91Ai"The Administrative Internship Program," Progress Report, 
School of Education, University of Pittsburgh, August, 1969, p. 2. 
(Microfiche.)
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laboratories, citizen's educational organizations, teacher's organi­
zations, and other groups concerned with education.
At Pittsburgh the school system paid the intern's salary, which 
was approximately the equivalent of a teacher with similar experience.
A partial scholarship was also provided the intern and he established 
residence for the doctorate during the field experience. Areas of 
internship activity included instruction, personnel, finance, business, 
plant-community relations, auxiliary services, and social issues.22
The Doctor of Philosophy Internship 
at Brown University
In the early 1950's an internship for candidates holding the
Ph.D. but with no previous experience was initiated at Brown University
in Providence, Rhode Island. Eight other colleges immediately followed
23suit and established college faculty internship programs in 1953.
The Internship in Supervision
According to William Lucio and John McNeil, the intern in
supervision was delegated responsibility for supervising other people
in school situations during his internship experience. Various procedures
suggested by Lucio and McNeil included recruitment, preparation for
supervision while teaching, attendance at a summer institute and partici-
24
pation in a first and second year internship.
22ibid., pp. 5-6.
S porty-seventh Yearbook, loc. cit.
24william H. Lucio and John D. McNeil, Supervision; A Synethesis 
of Thought and Action (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1969),
pp. 54-56.
22
The number of universities offering an internship in super­
vision in the United States was increasing in the decade of the fifties. 
The length of the experience varied from one university to the next, as 
well as among interns, A wide variety of experiences was offered at 
the discretion of the supervisors in the school systems with whom the 
intern worked.
Internship programs offered a bridge for better communication 
between a university and a cooperating school system. School systems 
were introduced to the philosophy of the university preparing super­
visors, and the institution was oriented to the problems and current 
trends of the system. The intern was able to discriminate between good
and mediocre practices in the school system, and he did not continue
2Sdoing menial routine tasks in which he had demonstrated competence. J
Objectives of a Good Internship Program
In summary, five objectives representative of a good internship 
program during the fifties were listed by Albert Shuster and Wilson 
Wetzler in 1958, as originally reported in National Elementary School 
Principal:
1. To develop a broader comprehensive view of educational 
administration;
2. To provide actual experiences in carrying out real 
administrative responsibilities;
3. To help the prospective administrator to translate 
good educational administrative theory into practice;
4. To stimulate professional growth on the part of those 
persons who sponsor the internship; and
5. To make available to the administration, consultant 
services of staff members of the universities. &
25ibid,, p. 57.
^American Association of School Administrators, Professional 
Administrators for America1s Schools, 1960 Yearbook (Washington, D. C,: 
The Association, 1960), pp. 185-86. (The Association is hereafter 
referred to as AASA.)
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A SURVEY OF FIELD EXPERIENCES AND INTERNSHIP PROGRAMS 
IN THE DECADE OF THE 1960'S
A model preparation program for educational administrators was
proposed in the 1960 AASA Yearbook. A three-phase hypothetical program
was offered in a mythical institution called State University. Phase
one constituted an admission core to be taken after the foundation work
in cognate fields. Phase two contained advanced studies preparing one
for a specific position, An on-the-job learning experience was
27described in phase three.
Development of Administrative Field 
Experiences and Internship Programs
At the 1963 Conference of Professors of Educational Adminis­
tration, a wide range of preparation programs was discussed. Field 
experience seemed to include everything from a conducted tour to 
on-the-job training. Vicarious experiences were never a substitute 
for the real ones. "A tempest may be simulated in a teapot, and much 
can be learned about teapots, but even with the background of knowledge 
thus acquired, a sailor would not be prepared completely for life at the 
edge of a hurricane,"2®
Thomas J. Johnson listed off-campus experiences, and specifically 
internship, as an integral part of the preparation program for secondary 
school principals. Johnson considered the internship a "must" unless 
the student had considerable on-the-job prior experience as an assistant
^Albert H. Shuster and Wilson F. Wetzler, Leadership in 
Elementary School Administration and Supervision (Boston: The Riverside
Press, 1958), p. 482.
28Strategies in the Preparation of School Administrators.
National Conference of Professors of Educational Administration (Lincoln: 
University of Nebraska, 1964), p. 41.
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principal. Johnson thought the internship should be a full school year
with the intern working closely with the secondary school principal,
The intern should be fully exposed to the duties and responsibilities 
29of the principal.
The National Association of Secondary 
School Principals Internship Project
The Administrative Internship Project, developed from staff
utilization studies sponsored by NASSP from 1956 until 1962, was
designed to improve education during a critical teacher shortage.
Grants, from the Fund for the Advancement of Education and the Ford
Foundation, to support these studies exceeded one million dollars. The
studies involved experiments with team teaching, flexible scheduling,
the use of instructional assistants and educational technology, changes
in the use of funds and facilities, independent study, and curricular
30innovation to improve teaching and learning.
On February 12, 1963, at the NASSP Annual Convention held in
Pittsburgh, an Administrative Internship Project was announced. The
following August the project was officially launched involving fourteen
interns, fourteen principals, seven university supervisors, and two
NASSP staff supervisors. During the five ensuing years, the project
31
included 443 interns, 343 schools, and 63 universities.
^Thomas J. Johnson, "Implementing the Model," Where Will They 
Find It? Reprinted from The National Association of Secondary Schools 
Bulletin, March, 1972, pp. 50-51. (The National Association of 
Secondary School Principals is hereafter referred to as NASSP.)
^Warren Seyfert (ed.), NASSP Bulletin. A report on the NASSP 
Administrative Internship Project, No. 333, January, 1969, p. 7.
3*Ibid., p. 8.
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The rationale was that these future administrators could learn 
the necessary management techniques through simulation, programmed text­
books, computer-assisted instruction, and other means. But learning 
how to work with teachers and how to produce a positive climate for 
learning was regarded as something that had to be experienced with live
OO
human beings in an actual setting. ^
The pilot project aimed at development of instructional leaders 
through on-the-job training in selected schools. The purpose was to 
produce a principal who understood the change process and could become 
a change agent. The design of the NASSP Internship Project was aimed 
at leadership.^
The purpose of the NASSP administrative internship was described 
as follows:
Its goal is not conservation--but innovation. Its intent-- 
not to preserve the established educational order, but to 
challenge it. Its method--to change priorities for school 
principals, and some relationships between schools and uni­
versities .34
Role of NASSP intern. The NASSP administrative intern's 
responsibility generally covered five major areas: curriculum, staff
utilization, teaching and learning, pupil personnel administration, and 
organization and management. Other routine intern activities involved 
priorities, routine tasks, principal relations, staff relations, liaison
^Experience in Leadership. The NASSP Administrative Internship 
in Secondary School Improvement (Washington, D. C.: The National
Association of Secondary School Principals, 1970), p. 7.
33j. Lloyd Trump and Lois S. Karasik, Focus on the Individual-- 
A Leadership Responsibility (Washington, D. C.: The National Association
of Secondary School Principals, 1965), p. 33.
•^Seyfert, loc. cit.
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responsibility, extra-school experiences, visiting other schools,
OC
working with community agencies, and attending professional meetings.
Selection of universities, supervisors, schools, and interns. 
The NASSP Internship was meant to be a model for future preparation 
programs since most principals will eventually be required to have had 
this experience. Appropriate criteria should be developed by uni­
versities, supervisors, interns, and participating districts. In the 
past the initiative for program development came from the universities
or from the University Council for Educational Administration (UCEA)
36
and the Committee for Advancement of School Administration (CASA).
The university sponsoring a successful NASSP internship needed
to have an education department staff committed to the principle of
internship training in secondary school administration. The university
played a prominent role in curriculum change and development in schools
in the area. Doctoral programs were offered in the areas of adminis-
37tration, supervision, and curriculum.
Public schools providing internships were carefully selected.
Interns were placed in secondary schools where principals were
initiating an all out effort to support innovation and experimentation.
Since the principal was the key person to work with the intern, he had
38to be fully cognizant of the nature and purposes of the program.
Prospective interns were identified either by the school system 
or the university. Interns for the NASSP project over the five-year
35Ibid., p. 17. 
37Ibid., p. 50.
36Ibid., p. 49. 
38Ibid., p. 51.
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period were jointly selected by the school system and the university.
A common minimum requirement for admission to the internship program
was for the candidate to hold a Master's degree in administration,
supervision, or curriculum; however, most interns exceeded this
requirement. The internship was designed to avoid preparing someone
only for the managerial aspects of the principalship, but also to
39prepare him specifically for curriculum development.
Four types of internship seminars seemed to prevail in the 
NASSP project. These included orientation, regional, national, and 
university seminars.4®
Evaluation of the NASSP project was a continuous comprehensive, 
cooperative venture. Regular joint-evaluation conferences were held 
on-site including the university supervisor and the school principal.
The intern scheduled the conference, prepared the agenda, and 
presided .4*
The NASSP recommended that questionnaires be sent to follow 
up former administrative interns. The following suggested information 
was obtained: (1) present position and title, (2) advanced degree
obtained, (3) salary, (4) innovations introduced on the new job, and 
(5) amount of time spent in curriculum compared to administration.42
In reviewing the internship year, most interns reported that the 
experience had helped them with their personal and professional 
development in such a way that it would influence the remainder of 
their working lives. One intern put it this way: "I owe most of what
39ibid., p. 53.
41Ibid., p. 82.
40Ibid., p. 73. 
42Ibid., p. 85.
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I am as an educator to the internship. I was born as an educator 
there.
The free-wheeling nature of the internship assignment with an 
emphasis on change emerged as the most meaningful provision of the 
entire project. Interns were given the freedom to sample a variety of 
administrative jobs. They kept daily logs and evaluated them using the 
original objectives established for the internships.
Many interns were so excited about their experiences that they 
recommended teachers for future internships. Interns often briefed the 
next year's interns, served as consultants and speakers for team teaching 
workshops at the university, helped to conduct NASSP seminars for new 
interns, and helped plan statewide internship programs.^
The University of Southern California 
Program
Edward LaFranchi reported in 1964 that the Department of 
Educational Administration and Supervision at the University of Southern 
California had offered a field experience program for the past three 
decades. The field experiences were designed to meet state requirements 
for California public school supervision and administration credentials. 
Unlike the NASSP project which offered only a full-time internship, 
either a half-time or full-time internship was offered the candidate by 
the University of Southern California.^
^Experience in Leadership, op. cit., p. 17.
44j. Lloyd Trump and Lois S. Karasik. The First 55 (Washington,
D. C.: Presented by the Administrative Internship in Secondary School
Improvement, A Project of NASSP, 1967), p. 8.
^^Edward H. LaFranchi, A Guide for Directed Field Experiences in 
School Administration (Los Angeles: University of Southern California,
1964), p. ii.
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The Inter-Universitv Internship Program
During the 1961-1962 school year, four major universities in
upstate New York jointly undertook an internship project in teacher,
administrator, and higher education. Through a six-year "Inter-University
Program," the colleges of education of the four institutions--Buffalo,
Cornell, Rochester, and Syracuse Universities--cooperating with several
public school systems, planned and implemented major changes in their
46educational preparation programs.
The Ford Foundation granted $1,276,000 to the four universities 
to engage in two intern-institutional programs. Project I dealt with 
new and experimental methods of preparing superior students for 
secondary school teaching. Project II concentrated on demonstration 
and study of internships in educational administration.
The purpose of Project II was to develop a high order of field 
experience for the training of administrators. Interns were placed in 
a planned core program of courses in educational administration parallel 
to a realistic internship in a carefully chosen school system. The 
ultimate expectation of the four universities was that the interns would 
become successful leaders of educational change. This expectation made 
the program similar to that of the NASSP project.
A Final Report to the Ford Foundation of the Inter-Universitv 
Program— Project II. The Administrative Internship Program in Education. 
State University of New York at Buffalo, Cornell University, University 
of Rochester, Syracuse University, 1968, p. iii,
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University Council of Educational 
Administration Member Universities 
Providing Internship Opportunities
During the 1967-1968 school year Leroy C. Olson surveyed fifty- 
three universities which were members of the UCEA. From the responses, 
Olson found that forty-five institutions offered an administrative 
internship program. ^
During the 1967-1968 school year, results of questionnaires 
from responding UCEA universities showed that 252 graduate students 
were enrolled in administrative internship programs. The average 
number of interns per university was eight. Ninety-two UCEA interns 
were in the latter part of the doctoral program with six interns at an 
unspecified level in the doctoral program and one classed as a post­
doctoral student.
Like the NASSP project a full school year internship was 
reported by twenty-three UCEA universities. Other time lengths indi­
cated were one semester, one quarter, two or three quarters, and a 
calendar year.
The number one problem with the internship as reported by many 
of the UCEA university supervisors was lack of time on their part to 
devote to the program. Finding enough qualified interns and securing 
proper placement also ranked high on the list of major program weak­
nesses.
As a whole, UCEA university supervisors were quite optimistic 
about the future of internship programs on a national basis. Several
^Olson, op. cit., p. 12.
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supervisors predicted great growth for the program. There was specu­
lation that state departments of education would play major roles in the 
future of internship programs. Some of the supervisors predicted that
requirement of an internship for state certification would cause the
48field experience to play a dominant role in the future.
The American Association of School 
Administrators Questionnaire
In January, 1968, an AASA questionnaire was mailed to all school
systems in the United States enrolling over twelve thousand students.
The purpose of the questionnaire was to identify school systems operating
internship programs for future administrators among their own personnel.
One hundred nineteen systems were found to have an internship. Twenty-
nine programs were selected by the AASA to be described as representative
of existing practices. Many of the program descriptions were compiled
by former interns.4®
The findings of the study indicated that one-half of the programs
were administered almost entirely by local school systems. Some local
systems reported assistance from universities which furnished professors
to conduct seminars and to aid in selection and supervision of interns.
The AASA learned that an intensive effort was made to assign
interns to outstanding administrators and/or supervisors. The selection
of supervising administrators and/or supervisors in Palm Beach County,
48Ibid., pp. 69-70.
^"Developing Administrative Leadership," Educational Research 
Service, American Association of School Administrators and Research 
Division (Washington, D. C.: National Education Association, No. 6,
September, 1968), p. 1. (Microfiche.)
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Florida, was by a vote of the principals' association, In Hawaii, 
candidates were usually assigned to principals who were once interns 
themselves.
Emphasizing areas in which the intern had little or no prior 
experience, the supervisor or administrator attempted to involve him in 
diverse meaningful activities. Interns assumed many routine duties to 
get a realistic outlook on administration or supervision. More 
challenging experiences included such activities as observing 
innovative schools in different systems, attending university seminars, 
going to local and state professional meetings, and having group 
sensitivity sessions. Most internship programs also encouraged 
involvement in school-community activities.
Almost all systems indicated to the AASA that an internship did 
not necessarily assure a candidate of future appointment to an adminis­
trative or supervisory position, but usually one who had the experience 
was given preference over a non-intern seeking the same position. Some 
systems, however, reported that both interns and non-interns were given 
equal consideration for employment.-*®
Chadron State College's Program
Chadron State College services several small schools in sparsely 
settled areas of western Nebraska, eastern Wyoming, and southwestern 
South Dakota. It was difficult to hire administrative personnel to 
operate these schools.51
-*®Ibid., p. 6.
51'iMeeting the Challenge of Problems in Education Through a 
Cooperative Approach." Presented to the American Association of Colleges 
for Teacher Education, Distinguished Achievement Awards (Chadron, 
Nebraska: Chadron State College, 1968), p. 1. (Microfiche.)
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Two administrative interns from the college contracted to 
administer the Crawford, Nebraska, Public School for the 1968-1969 school 
year. Harold H. Koch, a college staff member at Chadron, was designated 
to serve as superintendent of the Crawford Public Schools. During the 
summer months of 1968 the two interns worked closely with Koch to 
prepare for school opening in the fall.
At the beginning of the school year, the interns assumed the 
positions of high school principal and administrative assistant to the 
superintendent. In addition to their training on the job, the interns 
also were enrolled in educational administration courses on campus at 
Chadron State College. A practicum in educational administration was 
included in their course work. It was designed to allow visitation to 
the Omaha area. The interns visited ghetto areas, met with educational 
and lay leaders, and viewed exemplary programs in operation in Omaha.
In this respect the program resembled the NASSP project. 2^
Summary of Findines Pertinent to Field 
Experience Programs of the 1960's
The following findings were derived from Carl Clinton Weems' 
study of internship: internship practice and other field experiences
were used at the sixth-year and doctoral levels. Both the Ed.D, and 
Ph.D. degrees were awarded. Educational administration, supervision, and 
the administration of higher education were the fields most often repre­
sented. Internship in School Administration, Practicum in School
53Administration, and Research Assistant were the titles most often used.
52ibid., p. 3.
S^Carl Clinton Weems, "The Internship and Other Practices in the 
Professional Preparation of School Administrators," Dissertation Abstracts, 
22:10-12:3503, 1962.
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Weems concluded that internships and other field experiences 
in educational administration were valuable at both the sixth-year and 
doctoral levels. He recommended more research on financing field 
experiences.
John Lindsay O'Brian, in a 1963 study, found that 75 percent of 
the doctoral students at Pennsylvania State University who were 
registered with the Department of Educational Services preferred a one- 
year internship without a stipend. The students wanted to let the 
internship qualify as a substitute for a dissertation in meeting 
requirements for the doctorate.^
David A. Spencer sent instruments to forty-one interns, forty- 
one school administrators, and twenty-three university coordinators who 
participated in the 1964-1965 NASSP internship project. Spencer 
attempted to get agreement from the three groups on the role the 
university should perform.
Consensus in expectations among groups for the role the univer­
sity should perform existed in five major dimensions. They were:
"(1) intern selection, (2) internship design, (3) identification of 
intern learning experiences, (4) supervision of interns, and (5) 
internship evaluation."55
Myrl Marie Farrell's study indicated that internship programs 
were initiated and operated at forty-five universities in twenty-five
54john Lindsay O'Brian, "An Evaluation of the Professional 
Internship in Educational Administration," Dissertation Abstracts, 
24:1-3:1055-56, 1963.
S^David a . Spencer, "The Role of the University in Secondary 
School Principal Internships," Dissertation Abstracts, 28:4430-31A, 
March-June, 1968.
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states. Farrell found that during the 1960 decade twenty-two intern­
ships were organized. Fourteen programs were begun during the decade 
of the 1950's and four in the 1940's. ^
Farrell made the following recommendations:
. . . greater publicity of the program; continued expansion 
of internships; formulation of more definite philosophy and 
objectives of the program; better coordination of the program 
between the university, sponsoring agency and the intern; pro­
vision for interns of more varied administrative experiences at 
each administrative level; and further evaluation of the 
effectiveness of the program.■*7
MODEL INTERNSHIP OR FIELD EXPERIENCE PROGRAMS 
EXISTING IN THE DECADE OF THE 1970'S
Many of the field experience programs of the 1970's were begun 
before that time. The following programs were selected as models 
because of their unique features.
Michigan State's Program
The Michigan Department of Education received a $42,950 grant 
from the United States Office of Education for the 1969-1970 school 
year to execute an educational research internship program. The purpose 
of the program was to train educational research related personnel. The 
Michigan State Department of Education provided selected graduate 
students with research related internships in existing educational 
programs. The wide range of programs included compensatory, vocational
^Myrl Marie Farrell, "The Value of the Internship in the 
Preparation of Educational Administrators" (a Doctor's dissertation, 
The Catholic University of America, Washington, D. C., 1966), p. 128.
57Ibid., p. 156.
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and special education, as well as research and planning, vocational 
rehabilitation and higher education. Interns had an opportunity to 
participate in many programs at both the state and local school 
district levels.-*®
The University Council of Educational 
Administration's Administrative 
Internship Study
In February, 1970, Robin H. Farquhar reported that the staff of 
UCEA had conducted a comprehensive study to restructure preparation 
programs in educational administration. The purpose of the study was to 
provide leadership for upgrading preparatory programs. Farquhar 
limited his part of the study to doctoral programs. He conceptualized 
ten main components in those programs. They were content, structure, 
recruitment and student selection, evaluation and development, function 
and staff, instructional approaches, field experiences, student research, 
and graduation requirements.^
Farquhar and his committee arrived at a set of general trends 
and needs in preparation programs for school superintendents. One 
major conclusion was that there was a need for more and better field 
experience programs for superintendents. This generalization was 
derived from recommendations from both superintendents and university 
professors. Another conclusion of the study stressed a need for
58"An Educational Research Internship Program for the Department 
of Education, State of Michigan," Michigan Department of Education, 
October, 1970, p. 1. (Microfiche.)
59Robin h . Farquhar, Deputy Director of The University Council 
for Educational Administration, "University-School District Cooperation 
in the Improvement of Administrative Preparation," presented at Annual 
Meeting of local school administrators, Cincinnati, February 5, 1970, 
p. 6. (Microfiche.)
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improvement of university and school district-cooperation' in recruitment 
and selection of doctoral students in educational administration.
A growing movement was to recruit administrators who had never 
had experience in schools except as students. The recruitment of 
superintendents from the ranks of business was a topic discussed at a 
recent AASA convention. Doctoral students for educational adminis­
tration were recruited from Bachelor's and Master's programs in 
humanities and social science, from VISTA, Peace Corps, and the Armed 
Services.
Internship in Administration of 
Vocational Education Programs
After completing an internship in vocational education and 
receiving a doctorate from Oregon State University, Ron Daugherty 
critiqued the experience. In describing Oregon State University's 
program, Daugherty reported that a twelve month internship provided 
flexibility to meet individual needs. The program offered broad 
exposure to administrative tasks. Interns usually started with a 
full-time summer quarter program on the campus of Oregon State 
University. During this quarter interns applied for an experience at 
educational centers which included secondary schools, intermediate 
education districts, community colleges, four-year teacher education 
programs, research centers, and the State Department of Education. 
Interns were selected by the Center's staff using the same method they 
used in choosing any administrator.^
^®Ron Daugherty, "Internship for Future Administrators," 
American Vocational Journal, 46:50, January, 1971.
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Survey of Findings by the 
University of Minnesota
In 1972, the NASSP Committee of Professors of Secondary School 
Administration and Supervision (PSSAS) asked the University of 
Minnesota's Division of Educational Administration to find out what 
colleges and universities having graduate programs in educational 
administration were doing. A questionnaire was used to obtain infor­
mation on current practices and suggested program improvements for 
principalship preparation.*’*
The questionnaire dealt with five interest areas. One area was 
concerned primarily with the internship and clinical experience. 
Responses were received from forty-seven states. Of that number only 
six states required an internship for state certification as a secondary 
school principal. From a total of 207 universities which responded to 
the questionnaire, 151 thought an internship should be required for 
state certification as a secondary principal and forty-four responded 
in the negative. Twenty-one institutions indicated that an internship 
was a requirement for earning a doctorate. Representatives of fifty-one 
institutions indicated that an internship should be required for a 
doctorate.
Use of Performance Objectives at 
Tulane University
Louis Barrilleaux, of Tulane University, proposed the use of 
performance objectives in the design of an administrative internship.
6 *Neal C. Nickerson, "Status of Programs for Principals," Where 
Will They Find It? Reprinted from NASSP Bulletin, March, 1972, p. 10.
^Ibid., p. 16.
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The rationale was that an internship experience would be as effective as 
the behaviors described for it and the overt behaviors that would be 
accepted as evidence that the learner had achieved the goals.^
During the 1969-1970 academic school year, Tulane University 
implemented a program with seven county (parish) school districts in 
southeast Louisiana where twenty-nine administrative interns were placed 
in school principalships. A set of performance objectives was written 
and used. The objectives were categorized by four key processes: 
diagnostic, prescriptive, implementive, and evaluative. The main 
thrust was to orient interns in the instructional leadership role of 
the principal.
Evaluation of the administrative intern depended on how well 
the intern could execute the expected behaviors. Ninety percent of the 
interns were expected to score 90 percent on objective outcomes.
The Danforth School Administrators 
Fellowship Program
A four-year sponsorship of an internship program for high school 
principals was approved by the board of trustees of the Danforth 
Foundation in October, 1972. This program was based on a long-time 
major concern of educators for quality administrator preparation pro­
grams . ^
63Louis Barrilleaux, "Performance Objectives for Administrative 
Internships," Where Will They Find It? Reprinted from NASSP Bulletin, 
March, 1972, p. 70.
•^Synopsis of Grant: The Danforth Foundation School Internship
Program (The James E. Allen Intern), 1973, p. 1. (Mimeographed.)
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During the 1973-1974 school year the Danforth School
Administrators Fellowship Program was initiated to provide opportunities
for administrators in urban secondary education to develop school and
community leadership skills. Five administrators from each of three
school districts--Cincinnati, Louisville, and St. Louis--were chosen
by their school officials to participate in a pilot project relating to
expansion of educational experiences by school principals. A
coordinator from a local university and a liaison person from the school
65district assisted the group in each city.
Educational Professions Development 
Act Grants for Six Urban University 
Programs
During the early 1970's the United States Office of Education
(USOE) awarded EPDA grants to fund projects for six urban university
programs. An internship was involved in each project, A brief
66description of the programs in the six universities follows.
University of Chicago/Chicago Public Schools. The primary goal 
established in Chicago was to prepare students for urban principalships. 
Candidates were chosen from a list of Chicago's public school personnel 
who had successfully passed a principal's examination. Candidates were 
assigned for one semester to a local inner-city elementary school where 
they assumed administrative responsibilities. Participants spent four
^"School Administrators Fellowship Program," The Danforth 
Foundation Fellowship, 1973. (Mimeographed.)
^Paul T. Schindler, A Sociological Case Study and Assessment 
of the Six City-University Educational Leadership Programs. Final 
Report (prepared for the Institute for Educational Leadership, The 
George Washington University, July, 1973), p. 6 .
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days each week in the school and a fifth day in other program 
activities.
UCLA/Los Angeles Unified School District. The Los Angeles 
Program involved three types of participants: (1) pre-service candi­
dates working toward a Master's degree, (2) mid-career candidates 
working for a Doctor of Education degree, and (3) mid-career in- 
service participants.67
Principals selected for the mid-career degree program received 
twenty-four quarter credits toward the Doctor of Education degree the 
first year while working with interns four days a week in their schools 
and attending classes a fifth day at the University. The second year 
the principals were involved in a three-quarter research practicum.
Boston/Harvard. Summer institutes for teachers from Boston 
Public Schools and doctoral study were the two main thrusts of the 
Boston-Harvard Program. In the doctoral program two years of residency 
were followed by an on-the-job project the third year. First-year 
doctoral students took short term internships with a variety of agencies. 
During the second year students spent about a third of the time in a 
group fieId-study internship. The third year, while back on the regular 
job, the doctoral student wrote a detailed case study relating to 
education in lieu of a formal dissertation. 6 8
Philadelphia School District/Penn State University. The 
Philadelphia School District engaged in three cooperative activities
^^xbid., p. 8. ^Ibid., p. 11.
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with Pennsylvania State University. In addition, they also contracted 
for programs with Temple University, the State Department of Education 
and with the District itself. The three programs at Pennsylvania State 
University were a resident doctoral fellow program, a principal 
certification program, and an independent study doctoral program.
The program between the State Department of Education and the 
Philadelphia School District was implemented in the fall of 1973. Two 
staff members from the State Department were assigned a nine-month 
internship in the Philadelphia School District's Central Offices, 
district offices, and public schools to learn more about public edu­
cation.
In early 1969, the United States Office of Education gave Temple 
University a grant to plan and develop a program for training doctoral 
students for leadership roles in urban education. As part of its 
rationale, Temple University people stated that there was ample evidence 
to indicate that the academic achievement of children attending inner 
city schools was below that of the national norm, and innovative leaders 
in the improvement of curriculum and instruction needed to be developed. ^ 9
Detroit/University of Michigan. The city-university program in 
Detroit was geared to train and retrain key people. Twenty-five people 
were selected for three-year internships which led to an advanced degree 
at the University of Michigan. Their time was divided between academic
6 9 Ibid.
Graduate Program for the Trainers of Teacher Trainees for 
Leadership Roles in Urban Education (Philadelphia: Temple University,
August, 1970), p. 1. (Microfiche.)
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instruction and field experiences.^*
Jacksonville/University of Florida. To develop a preparation
program model for urban school administrators, the University of Florida
worked with Duval County's school board at Jacksonville to implement a
three-way approach--master's, doctoral, and in-service programs. In
addition to course work and seminars focused on theoretical concepts,
doctoral students participated in a thirteen-week on-site field station
72administrative experience.
Schindler's Summary and Conclusions of the Six-City University 
Programs. Only time and observation will determine which group had the 
best training. Since Schindler was an academician, he believed that the 
teacher who had no formal internship and only attended classes would be 
better able to play the difficult roles of change agent and adminis­
trator than those who had a full internship with little academic 
activity. One university used EPDA funds to finance both a three-year 
internship leading to the doctorate and a full-time academic program.
Schindler thought that the intern needed support in his role 
change (career change); therefore, he needed a strong model to emulate.
In some situations interns worked with principals who were also enrolled 
in the city-university program pursuing the doctorate. He believed that 
there was no guarantee that the principal pursuing a doctorate was a good 
teacher or could provide experiences that the intern needed in the dyad- 
based experience.
^Schindler, op. cit., p. 15. 
^Ibid., pp. 15-16.
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Schindler believed a good intern experience was one which pro­
vided the student with a responsible job to do. If the principal, super­
intendent, or person working with the intern did not delegate respon­
sibility to him for important tasks, the intern did not develop the skill 
needed for a future position. The intern should be involved in problem­
solving and decision-making.^
An In-Depth Look at Florida's Field 
Station
The Department of Educational Administration, University of
Florida, began plans to restructure its doctoral program in 1967. The
plans consisted of two main thrusts--a concept core and a field station--
74regarded as an innovation in administrator preparation.
Purposes and rationale. The major objective of the field station 
was to link two educational subsystems--a university department and an 
urban school district--to provide opportunities for more relevant pre­
paration program experiences, research, and service activities. Doctoral 
fellows serving internships at the field stations were supported by funds 
provided by the USOE Bureau of Education Personnel Development.
The field station had the following purposes:
1. To link theory and practice for the department doctoral 
students and staff and their practitioners;
2. To provide a major integrating experience for the 
students’ doctoral study;
73ibid., p. 39.
74m . Y. Nunnery and R. B. Kimbrough, "Innovations in Preparation- 
Concept Seminar and Field Stations," UCEA Newsletter, October, 1969, 
Appendix A.
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3. To develop more effective means by which the 7 5
departmental staff can provide services to the field. . . .
Initial location and establishment. Field stations were 
established and began operating September 16, 1969. Two locations 
were selected--Atlanta, Georgia, and Dade County, Florida, School 
Systems. The rationale for the choice of the two school systems was 
consistent with purposes to be achieved. Both districts were located 
in large urban areas and offered everything specified in the program 
components for the operation of field stations. The selected imple­
mentation date was consistent with the needs of twelve doctoral 
students who spent three months in a field station.^
Organization and administration. A cooperative effort between 
the Education Department and supporting school districts was made to 
maintain and operate the field stations. Policies were made by a 
board of control. Procedures and practices were developed for each 
field station by representatives from the local school districts, a 
representative from the Department of Educational Administration, and 
one on-site coordinator.
A liaison person from the university was appointed by the 
department head. The department and school district jointly chose 
the field station coordinator. This person assumed responsibility 
for supervision of on-site university students.^
75m . Y. Nunnery and R. B. Kimbrough, "The Field Station 
Component of the Doctoral Program," Department of Educational 
Administration, University of Florida, 1968, p. 1.
7^lbid., p. 3. ^^ibid., p. 4.
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Activities of interns. Since the purposes and rationale of 
the program implied that the intern would be free to choose many of his 
activities, it was difficult to define daily assignments. The rationale 
implied that interns would observe, engage in conversation with local 
educators, work with practitioners on certain problems, and engage in 
group and individual studies. Some interns collected data to use in 
their dissertation. Doctoral interns were expected to attend in- 
service, staff and board meetings, and to participate in a regularly 
scheduled seminar conducted by the on-site coordinator.78
Progress report. In a 1973 UCEA Newsletter, Nunnery and 
Kimbrough reported that the field station concept had proved to be a 
viable experience in the doctoral program for educational administrators. 
According to the report, field stations had operated in Atlanta once, 
four times in Jacksonville, and five times in Miami. Fifty-five 
students had participated in the program as of October, 1973.79
According to Nunnery and Kimbrough, the informal dual approach 
was quite successful. There was no need for a formal contract. A high 
level of rapport existed between the university and school district 
personnel, and especially with the on-site coordinator. The day-by-day 
operation depended primarily on the leadership of the on-site 
coordinator. He was a person of high stature in the district, usually 
an assistant superintendent.
7 8 Ibid., p. 4.
7%. Y. Nunnery and R. B. Kimbrough, "Field Stations and the 
Preparation of School Administrators," UCEA Newsletter. 15:1, October 1, 
1973, p. 4.
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Students had completed most of their course work when they 
entered the field station. The ideal size of the multi-based group 
seemed to be five to seven students. This size group was small 
enough to function as a unit. The timing of the experience and the 
number of students in a given station seemed just about right.®®
Georgia State University's Field 
Center Program
The role of the principal in urban education was emphasized in 
Georgia State University's Field Center Program. This federally funded 
proposal for a competency-based preparation program in educational 
administration and supervision provided for paired internships to serve 
in field centers in Metropolitan Atlanta. The pair of interns, known 
as a dyad, consisted of an on-the-job administrator and an out-of-state 
person trained in a behavioral science. Both of these persons were 
doctoral fellows at Georgia State. The dyad became a triad when teamed 
with a coordinating professor from the university.*^
Theory and practice were united in the field centers. The out- 
of-state fellow, known as a facilitator, worked with the practicing 
administrator to effect planned change in each school. The third member 
of the triad, the university professor, coordinated activities of the 
team and directed on-campus learning activities. Five quarter hours of
®°Xbid., p. 5.
®^ J. Frazier, J. Maxey, and P. Monticello, "A Competency Based 
Training Program for the Principal: Change Agent," Georgia State
University, Atlanta. A proposal for Trainee-ship in Educational 
Administration, June 15, 1973, pp. 1-4.
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graduate credit in educational administration and supervision were given 
each quarter to fellows enrolled in the program.
During each of the four quarters of the program, doctoral 
students participated in three formal learning situations. First, the 
field experience enabled the fellows to apply theory of planned change 
to practical situations. Second, professors from behavioral sciences 
conducted a series of formal graduate seminars. Third, the faculty of 
the educational administration department taught an individualized 
competency-based course. The simulation method was employed in the 
competency-based portion of the program. These experiences were supple­
mented with nationally recognized speakers, retreat workshops, and 
informal student-led seminars. The implementation date for the program 
was October 1, 1973. For the entire program which culminated in a 
Ph.D. degree in Educational Leadership, each candidate received sixty 
quarter hours of credit, twenty of which were granted for the field 
experience. All interns received stipends and tuition from the EPDA 
grant.
Both internal and external audits were used in evaluating the
program. Evaluation consisted of observations, staff conferences,
self-report data, and competency testing. Profiles of the candidate's
mastery of competencies relative to the role of the principal as a
83change agent, supervisor, and active researcher were kept.
^"Fellowships for the Ph.D. in Educational Leadership, 1973- 
1974." School of Education, Georgia State University, Atlanta.
^Frasher and others, op. cit., pp. 29-30,
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The Paired Administrator Team 
Concept: An Extern-Intern Model
For four years the Department of Educational Administration 
and Supervision at the University of Tennessee participated in an EPDA 
program. During this time the University developed innovative 
approaches for the preparation of educational administrators. A very 
promising phase of the program at the University of Tennessee and other 
institutions was the "paired team" concept for administrator pre­
paration. The model was an extern-intern approach involving the two 
paired as a team working closely with a school system and the 
University.®^
Program mechanics. In the "paired administrator concept," a 
local school district identified a teacher who had demonstrated 
characteristics of educational leadership. The school district then 
paired this person with a practicing school administrator. Both the 
practicing principal and trainee enrolled in a graduate program in edu­
cational administration. The trainee applied for full-time student 
assistance or obtained a sabbatical from his local school board to enter 
an administrator training program at an approved university having a 
"paired administrator team program."
The model provided for built-in supervision of the new adminis­
trator's internship by the practicing administrator. During the first 
quarter of residence, the intern spent one day a week with the practicing
S^Larry W. Hughes, Charles M. Achilles, "The Paired Administrator 
Team Concept: A Promising Administrator Training Model" (Knoxville:
The University of Tennessee, Department of Educational Administration 
and Supervision, 1971), p. 2. (Mimeographed.)
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principal becoming oriented to the school and spent two full weeks per­
forming administrative duties when the school opened in the fall.
The second quarter the practicing principal was on campus in 
full-residence study returning to his school one day a week to assist 
and supervise the intern in his new administrative duties. The univer­
sity coordinator assisted the practicing principal in supervision of the 
internship. The spring quarter the practicing principal returned to his 
school and resumed his duties.
This program arrangement gave an interning trainee a summer, 
fall, spring, and possibly a second summer of residence credit and an 
opportunity to complete requirements for either a Master's or Educational 
Specialist degree. At the same time the practicing administrator spent 
a summer, winter, and possibly a second summer in full-time residence on 
campus giving him an opportunity to complete requirements for the
Educational Specialist degree. Through this arrangement, an externship
85
was provided the practicing principal.
Although the "paired administrator concept" was only used to 
train principals and at the same time allow them to finish university 
requirements for either a Master's or an Educational Specialist degree, 
this plan also had implications at the doctoral level. Why not pair 
supervisors, superintendents, or principals working toward a doctorate 
in educational administration and/or supervision?
The Externship
An assumption once held was that the administrator or supervisor 
should be on his own after on-the-job training. In-service training was
85ibid., p. 6.
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held for teachers to keep them informed about current trends in 
education, but nothing of this nature was done for the administrator.
The externship helped eliminate this unfortunate situation. The 
externship was aimed primarily at continued education of on-the-job 
principals or other educational leaders.
The externship program at Michigan State University. The 
externship program at Michigan State University was in its eighteenth 
year at the time of the present investigation. The main purpose of 
the program was to give first-year principals, superintendents, and 
other administrators an opportunity to meet together for nine weekend 
retreats the year following the awarding of the Ed.S. degree. The 
administrators met with Michigan State University professors one weekend 
a month to compare problems, to share thoughts, experiences, and readings, 
and to relax in the company of others like themselves. Each extern 
received three quarter hours of post graduate credit each quarter, for 
a total of nine quarter hours credit for the entire year's experience. 
University professors received load credit for teaching the course and 
were reimbursed for their weekend e x p e r i e n c e s . 87
According to a report by Fred Vescolani and Richard Featherstone, 
during the 1969-1970 school year 426 practicing school superintendents, 
central office administrators, principals, counselors, and special
8 6 Rathryn Parks, "A Report of the Externship Program at the 
University of Louisville: The Beginning," An advanced degree study
(Louisville, Kentucky: School of Education, University of Louisville,
1971), p. 1.
87Archibald B. Shaw, "The Michigan School Administrator's Extern 
Program," January, 1974. (Mimeographed.)
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education administrators throughout Michigan were involved in Michigan 
State University's externship program. Vescolani and Featherstone 
indicated that faculty members did extensive traveling to visit externs 
on the job.®®
The following modifications have been made to the original 
structure:
1. Increased emphasis on personal visitation by the 
professor to the extern on the job, and
2. Smaller group sessions during the monthly weekend
meetings.89
Both formal and informal evaluations were used in the Michigan 
State University program. Excellent staff-student relations were 
probably responsible for the higher percentage of externs returning 
for the retreat. The most valued experiences in the extern program 
were the sharing of problems, the practical nature of discussed 
problems and proposed solutions, and the informality and free exchange.
The externship program at the University of Louisville. An 
externship program was initiated at the University of Louisville during 
the 1970-1971 school year. Robert Schulz, a professor at the University 
of Louisville and a graduate of Michigan State University and its 
externship program, was influential in the implementation of Louisville's 
program. Two weekend retreats, located away from the Louisville area, 
were conducted each semester.^®
88Fred Vescolani and Richard Featherstone, "Externship," UCEA 
Newsletter. December, 1969, p. 1. (Mimeographed.)
89ibid.
9°Parks, op. cit., pp. 2-13.
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According to Parks, the externship program was a way to help 
practicing administrators and supervisors who had graduated from the 
University of Louisville find answers to their problems. The organi­
zation of Louisville's program was patterned after that of Michigan 
State University with Schulz designated as director. The program 
was under the direction of the faculty in administration and 
supervision from the University of Louisville,
SUMMARY
The beginning of the internship can be traced to the early 
Greeks centuries ago or more recently to the medical profession during 
the nineteenth century in America. The field experience is designed to 
increase the competency of the learner. Brown University, in Providence, 
Rhode Island, was credited with beginning the first teacher internships, 
but graduate internships were almost nil until the decade of the 1930's. 
There were still only a few graduate internships during the 1940's.
During the decade of the fifties, the internship was expanded with the 
founding of the CPEA which was financed by a seven million dollar grant 
from the W. K. Kellogg Foundation. The program was administered 
through eight university centers for the purpose of improving programs 
to select and prepare school administrators. Two other influential 
organizations which searched for means to improve preparation programs 
for educational administration during the 1950's were the NCPEA and 
the UCEA.
During the decade of the sixties the NASSP internship was 
funded by the Ford Foundation and the United States Office of Education. 
The primary objective of the NASSP Internship was secondary school
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curriculum improvement. Another important development was the Inter- 
University Internship Program which offered a joint field experience 
involving four upstate New York universities sponsored by a Ford 
Foundation grant.
During the early 1970's field experiences were becoming very 
prevalent and varied. Findings revealed that administrative internships 
were being offered in vocational education as well as in administration 
and supervision. Tulane University pioneered in the use of performance 
objectives in the design of an administrative internship. The Danforth 
Foundation sponsored an internship for secondary school administrators. 
The Educational Profession Development Act awarded grants to six urban 
universities to conduct internship programs in educational administration 
preparation programs. The University of Florida, one of the original 
six urban universities, developed a unique approach called the "Field 
Station" for the training of educational administrators. A similar 
approach was that of Georgia State University of Atlanta where a 
"Field Center" was sponsored by an EPDA grant. The externship 
program, developed at the University of Michigan and also implemented 
at the University of Louisville, was a unique in-service experience 
for first and second year practicing administrators and supervisors 
after they had received a post graduate degree.
Recommendations extracted from the literature called for further 
study, evaluation, and refinement of field experience programs offered 
in the preparation of educational administrators and supervisors. 
Accordingly, this study attempted to identify, analyze, and evaluate 
four types of doctoral level field experience programs.
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The four types of doctoral level programs were mono-based, 
dyad-based, triad-based, and multi-based. The externship program was 
also reviewed.
Chapter 3
METHODOLOGY
This study was designed to analyze four types of doctoral level 
field experiences: mono-based, dyad-based, triad-based, and multi-based.
The purpose of this study was to determine the feasibility and 
effectiveness of doctoral level field experiences in the preparation of 
educational administrators and supervisors. The procedures used to 
accomplish these purposes are described in detail in this chapter.
SCOPE AND POPULATION OF STUDY
This study was limited to all nineteen state-supported 
universities within twelve states which were members of The Southern 
Regional Council on Educational Administration which offered the 
doctorate in educational administration and supervision. The twelve 
states were Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, 
Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Virginia, and 
West Virginia. Excluded from consideration were programs offered by 
private universities or colleges in the Southeastern Region or by 
institutions in other states except through the review of literature.
The population consisted of university directors and supervisors 
of field experiences, public school administrators and supervisors 
working with doctoral interns, and interns and externs over the years 
1971-1972, 1972-1973, and 1973-1974.
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PROCEDURE OF THE STUDY
After the topic, "The Field Experience in Preparation Programs 
for Educational Administrators and Supervisors" was selected, an ERIC 
computer search was done by the Tennessee Research Coordinating Unit 
(RCU) in Knoxville, Tennessee. Dissertation abstracts were researched 
at East Tennessee State University Library, and dissertations were 
secured from DATRIX in Ann Arbor, Michigan. Documents were ordered 
from ERIC Reproduction Service in Bethesda, Maryland, and microfiche 
cards were secured from the ERIC - RCU Center at Knoxville, Tennessee. 
A preliminary review of literature was made, using this material plus 
newsletters and proposals.
The Executive Director of SRCEA was contacted for a listing of 
state universities within the twelve southeastern states which were 
members of SRCEA and which had doctoral programs in educational 
administration and supervision. Interviews and conferences were held 
with numerous persons involved in a variety of these field experience 
programs.
COLLECTION OF DATA
In addition to a review of related literature, two basic pro­
cedures were utilized for the collection of data in this study. 
Questionnaires were designed to gather data for one phase of the study. 
On-site visits and both structured and unstructured interviews were 
sources of information for another phase of the study.
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NATURE OF QUESTIONNAIRES
The normative-survey method of research was utilized in this 
study. Since the purpose was to identify types and to determine the 
feasibility and effectiveness of doctoral level field experience 
programs in educational administration and supervision, the question­
naire was selected as an effective means of securing this information.
To achieve the aims of the investigation, three questionnaires 
were constructed. The first questionnaire was mailed to directors of 
field experience programs and/or university supervisors of interns.
The second questionnaire was sent to public school administrators and/or 
supervisors and state department personnel who worked with doctoral 
interns in a field-based program. The third questionnaire was sent to 
present and past interns, who served their internship during the pre­
ceding three academic years.
SELECTION OF RESPONDENTS
After all nineteen state-supported universities and their 
directors in the twelve state area were identified, a letter and an 
accompanying questionnaire were mailed to each institution. Part A 
of this questionnaire requested names and addresses of public school 
administrators, supervisors, and interns. Questionnaires and letters 
were then forwarded to public school administrators and/or supervisors 
and interns. After the questionnaires were returned, the data were 
compiled and analyzed in Chapter 5.
CONSTRUCTION OF QUESTIONNAIRES
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After a search of several sources for an instrument to satisfy 
the needs of the investigation, a questionnaire developed and used by 
Myrl Marie Farrell was selected.'*' Adaptations specific to the purpose 
of this study were made. Since the major portion of each questionnaire 
was based on an instrument already field tested, there was no need to 
validate the revised instruments.
The first questionnaire, sent to university directors of field 
experience programs, consisted of two parts. (See Appendix B.) Part A 
pertained to the type, origin, length, and status of the program, and to 
the experience available to students. Names and addresses of public 
school administrators and supervisors who had been associated with the 
program, and names and addresses of former and current interns were 
requested.
Part B of the first questionnaire could be answered by either 
university directors or supervisors of field experience programs. This 
portion of the questionnaire consisted primarily of closed form questions. 
The following types of information were requested: objectives of intern­
ships, planning of internship program, amount of credit allowed, intern 
orientation, level and area of experience, frequency of contact of 
interns with various groups, frequency of performance of duties by 
the university director, outcomes of the program, strengths, weaknesses, 
and recommendations.
^Myrl Marie Farrell, "The Value of the Internship in the 
Preparation of Educational Administrators" (unpublished Doctor’s 
dissertation, Catholic University of America, Washington, D. C., 1966).
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The second questionnaire was sent to administrators and super­
visors in public schools working with doctoral interns in a field 
experience. (See Appendix C.) This instrument consisted primarily of 
the same questions asked in Part B of the first questionnaire.
The third instrument was mailed to former and current interns.
(See Appendix D.) This questionnaire consisted of some of the same items 
asked in Parts A and B of the first instrument, and some asked in the 
second questionnaire. Each intern was also asked to supply personal data.
In order that each respondent could identify the specific type 
or types of field experience programs being studied, a list of 
definitions was compiled and sent with each instrument. All three 
questionnaires were constructed in a similar manner. Each question­
naire called for short answer responses. Some of the answers required 
a "yes - no" response. Some required multiple-choice answers, while 
others called for a response of a sentence or two. Many of the 
questions contained suggested answers requiring only a check mark.
ON-SITE INTERVIEWS
Several factors contributed to the selection of sites visited 
and personnel interviewed. Considerations included the nature of the 
study, type of field experience, and accessibility. Some interview 
questions were structured, but major portions of the discussions were 
unstructured.
During the November, 1973, annual conference of the Southern 
Regional Council on Educational Administration at Atlanta, discussions 
were held with several educational leaders. Gerald Ubben, professor of 
Educational Administration and Supervision, University of Tennessee at
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Knoxville, discussed that institution's internship program.2 Ralph 
Kimbrough and Michael Nunnery discussed the field station concept.
Frank Stallings, a professor from the University of Louisville,
Kentucky, discussed the externship program.^ Following the SRCEA 
conference, Georgia State University's field center was visited and 
the concept was explained by John Greer and James Frasher.^
Attendance at a weekend extern retreat held at Camp Leucon near 
Leitchfield, Kentucky, provided an opportunity to talk with professors 
Stallings, Robert Schulz, Tom Jeffries, and Jerry Crosby, who conducted 
the retreat.-* Several of the twenty-four externs present were also 
interviewed.
Five doctoral students from the University of Florida who were 
interning in a field station in the central office of the Dade County 
School System were interviewed. The interns were Jon Thompson, James 
Corbett, Bill Gardner, Charles Ahearn, and Ken Matthews.** Also 
interviewed was assistant superintendent Howard McMillan with whom 
Thompson interned.^
^Statement by Gerald Ubben, personal interview, November 12,
1973.
^Statement by Frank Stallings, personal interview, November 13,
1973.
^Statement by John Greer and James Frasher, personal interview, 
November 14, 1973.
^Statement by Frank Stallings, Robert Schulz, Tom Jeffries, and 
Jerry Crosby, personal interview, Leitchfield, Kentucky, November 30 - 
December 1, 1973.
^Statement by Jon Thompson, Bill Gardner, Ken Matthews,
Charles Ahearn, and James Corbett, personal interview, December 5 - 
December 7, 1973.
^Statement by Howard McMillan, personal interview, December 6 ,
1973.
Jim Burns, who had completed the field station program at the 
University of Florida and who is currently superintendent of Tullahoma
Q
City Schools in Tullahoma, Tennessee, was also contacted and interviewed.
Additional contacts were made in November, 1973. Wayne Myers 
and Lorenzo Wyatt of the Tennessee State Department of Education were 
contacted by representatives of the Department of Education of East 
Tennessee State University pursuant to the establishment of a graduate
Q
field experience program. Such a proposal written by this investigator 
for East Tennessee State University was submitted and accepted by the 
State Department of Education. (See Appendix F.) Two East Tennessee 
State University doctoral students served internships with the State 
Department of Education during the winter quarter of 1974.
During the interviews, either notes were taken or recordings 
were made on cassette tapes. The interviews during the on-site visits 
served as the basis for Chapter 4. Chapter 5 consists of data in both 
tabular and narrative form.
^Statement by Jim Burns, personal interview, February 1,
1974.
9
Statement by Wayne Myers and Lorenzo Wyatt, personal 
interview, November, 1973.
Chapter 4
ON-SITE VISITS AND INTERVIEWS
Chapter 4 is concerned with on-site visitations and interviews 
with interns, externs, and their supervisors in which four types of 
field experience programs, namely mono-based, dyad-based, triad-based, 
and multi-based, are explored. It was decided that this technique 
would add extra dimension and depth to the study. A description of 
findings using this procedure follows.
TENNESSEE STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
On November 1, 1973, Lorenzo Wyatt of the Tennessee State 
Department of Education was interviewed on the campus of East Tennessee 
State University. At that time Wyatt reported on the existence of a 
mono-based program sponsored by the State Department of Education:
Laverne Cunningham, professor of educational administration 
at The Ohio State University, perceived a way of training school 
administrators different from the traditional college credit 
route. Cunningham set out to recruit graduate fellows from 
various academic and professional backgrounds. Fifty interns 
entered the program and were dispersed among designated educational 
agencies throughout the United States.
During the 1973-1974 school year, one of these interns from 
The Ohio State University served an internship with the Tennessee 
State Department of Education and worked closely with Tennessee 
State University in Nashville. This was the first inteyn to work 
with the Tennessee State Department of Education. The intern also 
took courses at Vanderbilt University in Nashville which trans­
ferred as credit hours to The Ohio State University. Division and 
staff meetings with the Tennessee State Department of Education 
personnel were attended by the intern. Taking the initiative for 
his program, the intern planned his own itinerary and chose to
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work with the Division of School System Management and Planning 
Team.^
EAST TENNESSEE STATE UNIVERSITY 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
In a November, 1973, meeting with representatives from the 
Department of Education of East Tennessee State University, Wyatt 
reported as follows:
f
The Tennessee State Department of Education indicated an 
interest in having interns from East Tennessee State University 
serve an internship with the State Department. Graduate 
students interested in interning in supervision would work with 
Wyatt, following his schedule. An intern in administration 
might work with the entire First Tennessee District Division of 
School Management and Planning with offices on the campus of 
East Tennessee State University.
An invitation was extended to East Tennessee State University 
to submit a proposal to the Tennessee State Department of 
Education for an internship program for graduate students. The 
proposal was to specify the kind of experience desired, the 
length of the experience, the University's commitment and the 
State Department's commitment.2
The proposal was to encompass an internship at three levels-- 
Master's, sixth year, and doctoral. Charles Burkett, professor of 
education at East Tennessee State University, indicated that an intern­
ship was going to be required by 1975 for certification at both the 
Master's and the sixth year levels for administrators and supervisors 
under the new Tennessee certification rules.3
■^ Statement by Lorenzo Wyatt, personal interview, November 1,
1973.
^Ibid.
^Statement by Charles Burkett, personal interview, November 1,
1973.
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Burkett requested that this investigator write an internship 
proposal. The proposal was written and submitted to the Tennessee 
State Department of Education the latter part of November, 1973. (See 
Appendix F.)
During the winter quarter of 1974, two doctoral candidates in 
educational supervision became the first East Tennessee State University 
students to serve an internship with the State Department of Education. 
The two interns were placed with Wyatt as supervisor in a triadic 
setting with the three working closely together during the experience. 
Other members of the First District Team were also involved in super­
vision of these two interns.
UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE
On November 12, 1973, Gerald Ubben, professor of Educational 
Administration at the University of Tennessee, was interviewed at the 
Southern Regional Council on Educational Administration (SRCEA) 
conference at Atlanta, Georgia. The following summary of the doctoral 
internship program, basically a mono-based program with some variations, 
at the University of Tennessee was given by Ubben:
A nine quarter hour credit series was used as the basis of 
the internship program at that institution. The internship at 
the University of Tennessee was not restricted to the doctoral 
level, but was a post-master's program. The experience was so 
designed, however, that a student who had no prior administrative 
experience could serve an internship in a Master's degree program.
No one professor at the University of Tennessee was designated to 
coordinate the program, but they worked on a one-to-one basis with 
interns.
Two years ago the University of Tennessee worked with the 
National Association of Secondary School Principals (NASSP) in 
a funded internship program sponsored jointly with NASSP and 
the University, but that program was terminated. [See Chapter 2.]
If a strict definition of an internship were used probably there
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would be no student from the University of Tennessee in the field 
during the 1973-1974 school year. At the University of Tennessee 
there was no ideal length of time for the internship experience, 
but the length of the internship depended on the need of the 
student.
The internship section in the new Tennessee certification
law was written in very loose terms indicating that there was to
be a supervised field experience, not specifically an internship. 
Each University was expected to develop its own interpretation 
of the internship experience.
At the University of Tennessee, a doctoral student's committee 
determined his need for and type of internship. When the 
committee examined the student's credentials and discovered that 
he had potential leadership qualities but no prior administrative 
experience, then he was assigned an internship; or if a student 
had his experience in one field of education and planned to change 
to another, then he was assigned an internship. As to the formal 
structure of the University of Tennessee's internship program, 
the intern's chairman and the student set goals for the experience,
and the intern was supervised by the chairman. The intern was
usually evaluated by the sponsoring professor. The residency 
requirements at the University of Tennessee specified three 
consecutive quarters with a student enrolled for nine hours 
credit each quarter. However, the three quarters of residency 
could be interrupted by an internship, or the internship could 
coufit toward meeting residency requirements.
Lining up positions for internships in school systems and 
attempting to fill them each year presented both a strength and 
a weakness. The strengths lay in the provision for the placement 
of as many students as one needed to place in a school system.
The weakness was that the University had an obligation to a 
school system to fill the positions regardless of whether or not 
the right kind of people were available. Very seldom did a 
student at the University of Tennessee have need of an internship 
that could not be provided. An internship in itself may or may 
not be a good indicator of success for a school administrator, 
because the situation that he would face in his real professional 
life might never occur during the experience.
THE UNIVERSITY OF LOUISVILLE
On November 13, 1973, Frank Stallings, professor of education 
at the University of Louisville was interviewed. Stallings described
^Statement by Gerald Ubben, personal interview, November 12,
1973.
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the University of Louisville and the University of Kentucky's internship 
and externship programs, predominantly mono-based, as follows:
Both universities provided an internship for every candidate 
in educational administration and supervision unless he had an 
extensive amount of prior experience. The internship for super­
visors was tailored somewhat differently from the one for 
administrators. The field sponsor was usually a supervisor, or 
the intern worked with the coordinator of student teaching.
The graduate program in supervision was growing at the 
University of Louisville. The intern entered the program at 
the beginning of the school system year. A minimum of eighty- 
four contact hours for two semester hours credit was established 
for an internship program for the Educational Specialist degree.
A Doctor's degree was not offered by that institution, but was 
offered by the University of Kentucky. The intern kept a log, 
scheduled four conferences each semester with the university co­
ordinator and wrote some perceptive comments on each crisis or 
experience. The final grade was determined by the coordinator.
There were two other field experience programs at the 
University of Louisville. One was a fellowship program funded 
by the Educational Professions Development Act (EPDA). In the 
second program, the University of Louisville contracted with the 
Louisville School System to train administrators and supervisors 
with the school system paying the intern.
The University of Louisville and the University of Kentucky's 
externship programs were patterned after that of Michigan State 
University which had been in operation for several years. [See 
Chapter 2.] Louisville attempted to assemble administrators and 
supervisors, particularly those who had been through the program 
at the University of Louisville, for two weekend retreats each 
semester. The format of the externship retreat was to address 
topics of interest to the externs. Sometimes consultants were 
used; sometimes simulation exercises were held; and sometimes 
free wheeling discussions comprised the program. Interns were 
also allowed to participate in the externship retreats to give 
externs a fresh point of view. If desired, one semester hour of 
credit could be received for attending two scheduled retreats 
during the semester. Professors of educational administration and 
supervision from the University of Louisville made an effort to 
visit the school or central office of each extern during the year 
following the retreat. The University viewed this as a way of 
maintaining a good relationship with the people it trained.
^Statement by Frank Stallings, personal interview, November 13,
1973.
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Externship Retreat at Camp Leucon
The 1973 retreat was attended by this investigator. The theme 
of the retreat was humanistic education. The four professors from the 
education department at the University of Louisville who were in charge 
of the retreat were Stallings, Tom Jeffries, Robert Schulz, and Jerry 
Crosby. Schulz, a former extern from Michigan State University, organized 
the externship program at the University of Louisville. Jeffries had 
worked with J. Lloyd Trump's NASSP internship program in curriculum 
development as a supervisor of NASSP interns during the 1960's. (See 
Chapter 2.) The following comments were made by professors and interns 
and externs at the retreat at Camp Leucon in Leitchfield, Kentucky:
The externship retreat concentrates on the interns' and 
externs' concerns. The theme of last year's retreat was the 
middle school concept. Since the retreat deals with something 
the externs will use, it is a very valuable experience.
Some programs are more structured than others, but the key 
to the success of the experience is definitely student involvement.
This is the fourteenth extern retreat, and like all the 
others, this one is unique. The program is responsive to the 
wants and needs of the externs.
There are currently twenty-six students enrolled in field 
experience programs in educational administration and super­
vision on an EPDA grant--thirteen are enrolled in the Educational 
Specialist program at the University of Louisville and thirteen 
are enrolled in the doctoral program at the University of 
Kentucky at Lexington.
As an assistant junior high school principal, the extern­
ship retreat gives me a chance to evaluate my interpersonal 
relationship with my staff. The retreat is a 'show and tell' 
opportunity. Everyone shares similar problems and together we 
attempt to solve them.®
^Statements by Frank Stallings, Robert Schulz, Tom Jeffries, 
and Jerry Crosby, interns and externs, personal interviews, November 30 
December 1, 1973.
THE UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA
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On November 12-13, 1973, Ralph Kimbrough and Michael Nunnery, 
professors of educational administration at the University of Florida, 
were interviewed at the SRCEA Conference in Atlanta. Kimbrough 
explained the field station concept in operation at the University of 
Florida. (See Chapter 2.) The following comments were made by Kimbrough 
and Nunnery in describing the program:
Since its inception in 1968 the field station has 
given prospective administrators an opportunity to work 
together as a group in an urban school center. The multi­
based group usually lives together and converse quite fre­
quently about their experiences. The first groups established 
headquarters in Atlanta City Schools and Dade County Schools
in Miami. Interns usually work with the superintendent and
his assistant superintendents.
Only two field centers are currently in operation--one is 
the Duval County School System in Jacksonville and the other 
is Dade County School System in Miami. During the fall quarter 
of 1973 there were three doctoral students in Jacksonville and 
five in Miami, but plans are being made to establish more Florida 
Centers for the 1974 spring quarter.7
Nunnery indicated that a visit to the Miami Center to interview 
the five doctoral students would be a viable asset to the research. The
names of the Miami multi-based students were secured from Nunnery; and
Jon Thompson, one of the interns, was contacted to arrange a visit and 
interviews.
The Miami Interns
On December 5, 1973, a trip was made by this investigator to 
visit the five doctoral interns at the field station in Miami. The four
^Statements by Ralph Kimbrough and Michael Nunnery, personal
interviews, November 12-13, 1973.
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other interns, in addition to Thompson, were James Corbett, Bill Gardner, 
Charles Ahearn, and Ken Matthews. The following is a description of 
their work experiences and a summary of comments by the interns:
The interns agreed to participate in a field station experience, 
as outlined by Kimbrough and Nunnery, when they entered the doctoral 
program at the University of Florida. The original concept of the EPDA 
federally funded program was to return to one's original school system 
for the experience. Although two of the interns had held positions in 
the Jacksonville School System, they expressed a desire to have the 
internship experience in Miami. After Ed Whigham, Superintendent of 
Dade County Schools, expressed an interest in having more interns during 
the fall of 1973, the two interns were extended an invitation to join 
the other three students to intern in that system. Based on a resume 
of their interest, Whigham made the initial assignment of each intern.
One intern was assigned to Howard McMillan, Associate Superintendent for 
Administration. Another intern was assigned to Steve Moore, the 
Assistant Superintendent for Personnel. A third intern was assigned to 
the Assistant Superintendent for Business Services. A fourth intern 
worked with the community school concept, and a fifth intern was 
involved in curriculum development. Whigham held a national reputation 
as a school leader, and that was one of the reasons the interns chose 
the Dade County School System for their experience. Whigham's pet 
project was to take interns into his special care to give them the best 
possible urban school system training.
The program was developed some five years ago by the educational 
administration department at the University of Florida for the specific 
purpose of training administrators for an urban school system. The terms
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field station and internship were used synonymously by the University 
of Florida doctoral students. As the nation's sixth largest school 
system, Dade County experienced the problems typical of an urban 
system.
One intern expressed that his purpose for coming to Dade 
County for the experience was because he had been a superintendent 
with a small school system and he wanted exposure to an urban setting. 
Dade County School System was an open system from the school board to 
the personnel. The willingness of having and working with interns 
indicated that the system was an open one. The number of quarter 
hours credit received for the field station experience was flexible 
varying from six to fifteen hours.
Interns learn as much during the evening hours talking with 
fellow interns as is learned on the job during the eight-hour work day. 
After work hours interns get together to compare notes, argue, debate, 
and exchange viewpoints. Sometimes the interaction occurs during the 
day when interns have an opportunity to get together. In the field 
station the interns are looking at a variety of jobs rather than at one 
position. The field station concept encompasses a broad comprehensive 
picture of a large urban school system. Wherever the intern goes after 
the experience he will not be overwhelmed by the size of the school 
system.
To a degree interns are able to determine what they will get 
out of the program. Essentially the program is unstructured to the 
extent that interns can go to the person with whom they work and suggest 
things they would like to do. Other strengths of the program are the 
superintendent, weekly on-site seminars, and meetings with various people.
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The relationship between theory and practice is another major strength 
of the program. Another major strength of the field station experience 
is the self-confidence gained in communicating with administrators. 
Being able to sit down with the staff in cabinet meetings and to see 
what transpires behind the scenes in preparation for a board meeting 
is also a major strength. Weaknesses are the distance from families
Q
and being limited to one school system for the entire experience.
A Miami Assistant Superintendent
Howard McMillan, Associate Superintendent for Administration of 
Dade County Schools, was interviewed by this investigator during the 
Miami visit. In describing his reaction to the field station program, 
McMillan reported as follows:
If I had had such an experience before entering adminis­
tration, it would have been helpful to me. I am not completely 
satisfied with my role as supervisor of interns. The role 
could be improved by doing more planning. Thompson has parti­
cipated in many vital experiences with me during the quarter, and 
I believe that he is cognizant of what it takes to operate a 
major urban school system. Being the only outsider to meet with 
the board of education, Thompson has been involved in several 
confidential experiences pertaining to negotiations.
Although an intern can get the feel for the office in fourteen 
weeks and is able to make accurate judgments pertaining to specific 
problems which confront him, fourteen weeks' experience in itself 
cannot totally prepare an individual to become a superintendent.
It takes a total of all an intern's prior experiences blended with 
the internship to prepare him adequately for employment as an 
urban superintendent of schools. The field station experience is 
definitely an asset when an individual's credentials are being 
considered.
Speaking on behalf of the superintendent of the nation's 
sixth largest school system, Whigham has made a personal 
commitment to the field station and the interns it serves. The
Q
Statements by Jon Thompson, James Corbett, Bill Gardner, 
Charles Ahearn, and Ken Matthews, personal interviews, December 5-7,
1973.
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superintendent believes that persons who are active 
practitioners in the field have a major responsibility to the 
young men who are going to succeed them someday. While schools 
do look to the universities for the training of administrators, 
practicing educational leaders in Miami have a major responsi­
bility in that area. Since Dade County School System accepts 
that responsibility, Whigham works closely with Nunnery in the 
training of future administrators. Under the daily pressures of 
school operation, field station supervisors sometimes lose sight 
of the interns; but the Dade County administration attempts to 
serve the interns well in their preparation stage.9
A Former University of Florida Intern
On February 1, 1974, Jim Burns, a former University of Florida 
intern who is the current superintendent of Tullahoma City Schools in 
Tullahoma, Tennessee, was contacted by this investigator for an interview 
regarding his internship during the fall quarter of 1969. In describing 
his experiences, Burns reported as follows:
The field station was implemented the second year of the 
project. Ten students were involved in the program--five were 
sent to the Miami field station and five to Atlanta. The 
interns in Atlanta were assigned to Curtis Henson, the Assistant 
Superintendent for Instruction. Henson was the local school 
system representative who maintained liaison with the University 
of Florida. The five doctoral students worked with other people 
in the Atlanta School System besides Henson. Interns worked with 
model cities and in-service education, research departments where 
federal grants were written, a district superintendent and the 
assistant superintendent for instruction.
The field station was different from a normal internship 
experience. The field station experience was more valuable than 
the internship. In the field station one received a broad over­
view of all administrative functions of a total school system 
rather than an overview of the administrative function of one 
position. All five interns attended staff, board, general and 
inter-departmental meetings.
The most difficult thing about participation in the field 
station concept was the personal aspects such as leaving one's 
wife and children to live for three months in a different city.
^Statement by Howard McMillan, personal interview, December 6,
1973.
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•Even though the experience was a traumatic one for the family, 
it was most valuable for the intern.
A major weakness of the preparation program at the 
University of Florida is the lack of recent experiences in a 
modern urban school system on the part of the supervising 
professor. An educational program at any institution lacks the 
necessary currentness in educational outlook in urban school 
administration. To keep abreast of current trends in school 
administration any university would have to change its staff 
every two or three years and replace it with administrators from 
up-to-date school systems. There is no substitute for being on 
a realistic scene and seeing the human side of education.1®
GEORGIA STATE UNIVERSITY
On November 13, 1973, James Frasher, professor of educational 
administration at Georgia State University, Atlanta, was interviewed 
regarding their field center program. Frasher reported on the program 
as follows:
Twelve in-state administrators in Metropolitan Atlanta 
Schools were identified by their system, and twelve out-of-state 
people with a behavioral science background were selected by 
their school system for enrollment in a doctoral program at 
Georgia State University. At a retreat workshop held at Jekyll 
Island, Georgia, during the fall of 1973, the twenty-four doctoral 
students were paired as dyads to work as administrative teams 
either in a central office or a school in Metropolitan Atlanta.
Four Georgia State University professors each worked as super­
visors of three dyads. The out-of-state person paired with the 
school administrator was called a facilitator. The university 
professor serving as the supervisor of the dyad was called a 
consultant. Under the Georgia State University concept this 
expanded team became a triad. [See Chapter 2.] A fourth 
person served as an evaluator of several triads. The project was 
sponsored by an EPDA grant. The internship experience extended 
over four consecutive quarters. Most of the interns did a micro­
project each quarter. This was an action research project centered 
on the behavior of the individual. An extensive amount of inter­
action analysis was involved in many of these micro-projects. The 
field experience or internship counted as one-third of a student's 
program.H
^Statement by Jim Burns, personal interview, February 1, 1974. 
Ustatement by James Frasher, personal interview, November 13,
1973.
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Georgia State University Interns
Major Boyd, a facilitator from North Carolina working with the 
Area One Superintendent of Schools in Atlanta, was visited and inter­
viewed by this investigator. Both Boyd and the Area One Superintendent 
were doctoral interns in the educational administration program at 
Georgia State University. Typical comments made by Boyd were as follows:
I enrolled in the doctoral program at Georgia State 
University to gain an insight into the workings of administration 
in an urban area. The field center experience comes early in 
the doctoral program. As a facilitator my major responsibility 
is to work with a colleague and together each of us tries to 
make some behavioral changes in the operation of schools.
Together we make each other aware of needed changes.
Since the experience relates to realistic situations, it is 
relevant. The field center experience gives one an opportunity 
to learn about educational matters on his o w n .
Linda Watson, a doctoral student at Georgia State University, 
and evaluator of the project, held the official title of Administrative 
Assistant. Watson made the following comments about the program:
One thing which attributes to the success of the program 
is that everyone is so excited about it. As a part of the 
competency-based program, the twenty-four interns were pre­
tested on attitudes during a workshop at Jekyll Island the 
fall of 1973. The interns will be administered a criterion 
test sometime during the experience and a post test at the con­
clusion. Even though the program is basically unstructured, 
there are certain competencies expected of each i n t e r n . 1 3
Peachtree Elementary School in Gwinnett County near Atlanta was 
also visited on November 13, 1973. Brooks Coleman, Jr., the principal, 
and Scott Pryor, the facilitator, paired doctoral interns in the dyad- 
based program at Georgia State University, were interviewed by this
12Statement by Major Boyd, personal interview, November 13, 1973. 
^statement by Linda Watson, personal interview, November 13,
1973.
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investigator. Coleman made the following comments at that time:
I view the program as an opportunity to use available 
personnel from Georgia State, my facilitator, and visitors to 
help me grow as an effective school administrator. After 
receiving the doctorate both of us desire to remain in the 
administrative phase of public education.14
Pryor made the following comments:
Although Georgia State University refers to me as a facili­
tator, I see myself as a 'learning student.' I am learning to 
overcome my weaknesses in administration. Although the situation 
is basically unstructured, I feel that I have no real authority.
If the internship experience ended this quarter, I would not 
feel comfortable. I sense the need for a full year internship.
I do not think that I could be taught in the classroom what I 
have learned through on-the-job experience.^
On February 22, 1974, a follow-up on-site visit was made to 
Peachtree Elementary School where Pryor was again interviewed. At 
that time Pryor made the following statement:
Research projects were done at Georgia State University in 
lieu of studying a foreign language. In one of the projects 
done at Peachtree Elementary School, the Delphi Technique was 
used. By using this approach, parents indicated what they 
thought the needs of Peachtree School were. Thirty-seven 
parents, randomly selected, identified forty-seven school needs.
These needs were ranked according to importance, and an in-depth 
study of two or three of the more important needs was made. Three 
other dyad teams were doing similar Delphi studies--one was with 
parent population; a second involved student population, and a 
third included teacher population.16
In summary, Chapter 4 presented a representative view of internships 
sponsored by the Tennessee State Department of Education, East Tennessee 
State University, and the University of Tennessee; field stations in 
Florida, field centers in Atlanta; and internship-externship programs in
^Statement by Brooks Coleman, Jr., personal interview, 
November 13, 1973.
■^Statement by Scott Pryor, personal interview, November 13,
1973.
16statement by Scott Pryor, personal interview, February 22,
1974.
Kentucky by means of on-site visitations and interviews. This investi­
gator explored four basic types of field experience programs--mono-based, 
dyad-based, triad-based, and multi-based. Examples of mono-based field 
experience programs were reported by the Tennessee State Department of 
Education, the University of Tennessee at Knoxville, and the internship 
and externship programs at the University of Louisville and the 
University of Kentucky. The post-graduate internship program at 
Georgia State University was dyad-triad-based, while the program at the 
University of Florida was multi-based. It was concluded that each 
program contained some valuable aspects which would be worth consideration 
in the development of a model field experience program in educational 
administration and/or supervision.
Chapter 5
FINDINGS OF THE STUDY
Chapter 5 consists of findings from questionnaires on the field 
experience program in educational administration and/or supervision.
To achieve the purpose of this study, three questionnaires were 
constructed. The first questionnaire was submitted to directors of 
internship programs in nineteen state-supported institutions which 
were members of the Southern Regional Council on Educational 
Administration (SRCEA) in twelve southeastern states of the United 
States. After names and addresses were secured from these 
universities, two other questionnaires were sent. The second 
questionnaire was submitted to interns and former interns from 
these universities over the three-year period 1971-1972, 1972-1973, 
and 1973-1974. The third questionnaire was sent to the sponsoring 
administrator or supervisor who supervised these interns.
It was the purpose of the writer to use a questionnaire 
which would cover the subject matter of this investigation in as 
brief and concise a manner as feasible. Fart of the instrument was 
based on a questionnaire used by fyrl Marie Farrell in 1966 in a 
Doctor's dissertation entitled, "The Value of the Internship in 
the Preparation of Educational Administrators." In a telephone 
conversation with Farrell on February 15, 1974, permission was
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secured to use parts of the instrument in this study. A letter 
was written to Farrell on February 20, 1974, requesting written 
permission. (See Appendix A). The first questionnaires were 
mailed to universities on February 22, 1974. Questionnaires, along 
with follow-up letters and telephone conversations, were continued 
until the closing date of May 30, 1974.
In the questionnaire sent to the universities, Part A 
consisted of twenty-six questions to be answered by the university 
director of field experience and Part B contained eleven questions 
to be answered by the university director or the supervisor of the 
doctoral field experience. The intern questionnaire contained 
twenty-two questions, and the administrator and/or supervisor 
questionnaire was composed of fifteen questions. To help identify 
the specific type field experience program being studied, a list 
of definitions was submitted with each instrument. All three 
questionnaires contained eleven identical questions. The questionnaires 
consisted of short answers and multiple-choice statements regarding 
the doctoral level field experience in educational administration 
and/or supervision.
RETURNED QUESTIONNAIRES
Of the instruments submitted to the nineteen universities in 
the SRCEA region in the southeastern United States, sixteen responses, 
or 84.21 percent, were returned. It was found necessary, however, to 
eliminate a total of three questionnaires from university directors 
who specified that they did not currently have a field experience
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program at the doctoral level. There was a total of thirteen useable 
tabulated university returns with active doctoral level field 
experience programs; however, one university did not respond to 
Part A and one did not respond to Part B. The reason the university 
director gave for not responding to Part B was because of the short 
length of time the program had been in operation.
Although the university supervisors had worked with a total 
of 221 interns over the three-year period, only 106 names and 
addresses were submitted. Four of the names had to be eliminated 
since those persons had not been involved in a doctoral level field 
experience. Of the remaining 102 interns, seventy-four responded 
representing a 72.55 percent return. These responses represented 
thirty interns currently participating in a field program and 
forty-four former interns.
Of the thirty-eight questionnaires sent to administrators 
and/or supervisors of doctoral interns, seven reported not having 
worked with doctoral interns. Of the remaining thirty-one 
administrators and/or supervisors twenty-three, representing 
74.19 percent, responded. These represented responses from 
administrators and/or supervisors in various positions associated 
with doctoral field experience programs in selected universities 
in the southeastern United States. The number and percent of 
responding universities, interns, and sponsoring practitioners 
participating in this study are shown in Table 1.
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Table 1
Number and Percent of State Supported Universities, 
Interns, and Sponsoring Practitioners 
Responding
Respondents
Group Responding Number Percent
Universities 16 84.21
Interns 74 72.55
Administrators and/or Supervisors 23 74.19
LOCATION OF FIELD EXPERIENCE PROGRAMS
University directors or supervisors of field experience 
programs were requested to specify how long field experience programs 
had been offered by their institution for doctoral students, how long 
this particular program had been in operation, how long the institution 
had a doctoral program in educational administration and/or supervision. 
Table 2 consists of a tabulation of this information by listing each 
cooperating university alphabetically by states.
These data provided by sixteen universities in the southeast 
show that the earliest reported field experience program for doctoral 
students was 1950 and the most recent one was implemented in 1974.
For currently operating programs, the earliest beginning date reported 
was 1960 and the most recent was 1974. The oldest program in 
educational administration and/or supervision as reported by one 
university was 1929 and the most recent one was 1974.
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Table 2
List by States of State Supported Universities which Conduct 
Doctoral Level Field Experience Programs in Educational 
Administration and/or Supervision, Date of Origin 
of Doctoral Program, Date of Field Experience, 
and Date of Inception of Current Program
State University
Date of 
Origin of 
Doctoral 
Program
Date of 
Field 
Experience
Date of 
Inception 
of Current 
Program
Alabama Auburn
University *
University of 
Alabama 1929 1969 1969
Arkansas University of 
Arkansas 1951 *
Florida Florida State 
University **
University of 
Florida 1949 1960 1969
Georgia Atlanta
University 1972 1973 1973
Georgia State 
University 1970 1973 1973
University of 
Georgia *
Kentucky University of 
Kentucky 1932 1950 1950
Louisiana Louisiana State 
University * 1962 1962
Mississippi University of 
Mississippi 1952 1966 1970
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Table 2 (continued)
State University
Date of 
Origin of 
Doctoral 
Program
Date of 
Field 
Experience
Date of 
Inception 
of Current 
Program
North
Carolina
North Carolina 
State University
University of 
North Carolina 
at Chapel Hill
1974
**
1974 1974
South
Carolina
University of 
South Carolina *
no program 
yet
no program 
yet
Tennessee East Tennessee 
State University
Memphis State 
University
1971
**
1971 1971
University of 
Tennessee at 
Knoxville 1950 1967 1967
Virginia University of 
Virginia * no program no program
West
Virginia
West Virginia 
University * no program no program
*not specified 
**no response
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FIELD EXPERIENCE OFFERED BY UNIVERSITIES
Of the sixteen responding universities, thirteen, or 
81.25 percent, offered a field experience program to doctoral 
students in educational administration and three, or 18.75 percent, 
did not. Seven, or 43.75 percent, also offered the field experience 
in educational supervision and nine, or 56.25 percent, did not. One 
university, or 6.25 percent, had plans to implement such programs, 
and two,or 12.50 percent, did not. One university had plans to 
initiate the program the fall of 1974. This information is shown 
in Table 3.
STRUCTURE OF THE FIELD EXPERIENCE PROGRAM IN UNIVERSITIES
Four types of field experience programs--mono-based, dyad- 
based, triad-based, and multi-based--were defined for each university 
director, supervisor and intern. In a mono-based program, one 
doctoral intern was placed in a school system with a practicing 
administrator or supervisor or with an educational agency for the 
purpose of on-the-job training. The term dyad-based referred to the 
pairing of two doctoral interns— one a practicing administrator; the 
other, an intern called a facilitator. The term triad-based referred 
to the pairing of two doctoral interns with a university professor.
One student was a practicing administrator from within the system; 
the other was assigned from outside the school system. The university 
professor worked closely with the two interns. The term multi-based
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Table 3
State Supported Universities Offering Doctoral Level Field 
Experience Program in Educational Administration 
and/or Supervision or with Plans 
to Implement One
Field Experience Program
In Administration In Supervision Plans to Implement One
Response Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Date
Yes 13 81.25 7 43.75 1 6.25
Fall
1974
No 3 18.75 9 56.25 2 12.50
Total 16 100 16 100
referred to three or more doctoral interns in educational 
administration or supervision assigned to a field station or center 
for the purpose of on-the-job training and interaction.
Five institutions offered mono-based internships in 
administration only; while an additional five institutions offered
I
mono-based internships in both administration and supervision.
One program in administration and supervision was both dyad-based 
and triad-based. Of these three programs, one was multi-based in 
both administration and supervision. Two of the three universities 
reported both multi-based and mono-based grouping of interns. One 
university used a combination of various patterns. The structure 
of the field experience program in educational administration and/or 
supervision in universities is shown in Table 4.
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Table 4
Structure of the Field Experience Program in 
Administration and/or Supervision 
in State Supported 
Universities
Basic Structure
Administration
Number
Supervision
Number
Mono-based 10 5
Dyad-based 1 1
Triad-based 1 1
Multi-based 3 1
STRUCTURE OF THE FIELD EXPERIENCE PROGRAM 
AS REPORTED BY INTERNS
When interns responded to the structure of their field 
experience program, twenty-five had been involved in a mono-based 
program in administration; and ten had been in a mono-based 
supervision program. Of the respondents twenty-one had been in both 
a dyad- and triad-based program in educational administration. A 
total of twenty-four had participated in a multi-based program in 
administration while three had taken part in a multi-based program 
in supervision. These data are reported in Table 5.
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Table 5
Structure of the Field Experience Program in Administration 
and/or Supervision in Which Interns Participated
Basic Structure
Administration
Number
Supervision
Number
Mono-based 25 10
Dyad-based 21 --
Triad-based 21 --
Multi-based 24 3
FIELD STATION CENTER
The term field station referred to three or more doctoral 
interns assigned to it for a field experience. During the experience, 
the students lived together to enhance interaction relating to their 
assignments. Four universities of the thirteen institutions having 
field experience programs reported the operation of a "field station" 
center. The number of interns who had experience in a field station 
was twenty-seven, or 36.49 percent. This information is shown in 
Table 6.
UNIVERSITIES REPORTING FIELD EXPERIENCE 
WITH STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Each university director was asked to specify if that 
institution placed doctoral interns with the State Department of 
Education for a field experience. A total of seven universities,
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Table 6
Universities Reporting a "Field Station" Center and Interns 
Having Experience in a Center
Response
Field
Reporting Universities 
Number Percent
Station Center
Interns Having Experience 
Number Percent
Yes 4 30.77 27 36.49
No 9 69.23 47 63.51
Total 13 100 74 100
or 53.85 percent, specified that their doctoral students had field
experience with the State Department of Education. Five universities, 
or 38.46 percent, stated that their doctoral students had not had a 
field experience with the State Department. One university did not 
answer this question. This information is shown in Table 7.
INTERNS REPORTING WITH WHOM THE FIELD 
EXPERIENCE WAS DONE
Interns were asked if their field experience was with one or 
more of the following: a school system, State Department of
Education, or other organization. A total of sixty-five interns 
reported having had a field experience with a school system. Six 
interns had a field experience with the State Department of Education. 
Six interns specified that they had the experience with such 
organizations as a cooperative agency, the Southern Association of
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Table 7
Universities Reporting Field Experience With State 
Department of Education
ssacsa& nB ssatsE ssssssB B S sE sassE S sasaB sasassxasssB & sssssasaE sassssssssansB B B S B S E S B sasflS B B aE
Field Experience with State Department 
University Report 
Response Number Percent
Yes 7 53.85
No 5 38.46
No Response 1 7.69
Total 13 100
School Accreditation and the State Legislature. Some interns reported 
a field experience with both a school system and another organization. 
This information is shown in Table 8.
Table 8
Interns Reporting With Whom the Field 
Experience was Done
Interns Reporting Experience With 
State Department
Response School System of Education Other Organizations
Number 65 6 6
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AREAS OF ADMINISTRATIVE AND/OR SUPERVISORY EXPERIENCES 
AVAILABLE AS REPORTED BY UNIVERSITIES
Each university director or supervisor of field experiences 
was asked to check as many of the areas of administrative or 
supervisory experience available that applied to doctoral interns. 
The type of experiences included supervisory, superintendency or 
assistant, elementary principalship, middle school principalship, 
junior high principalship, senior high principalship, and State 
Department of Education. Eight universities, or 61.54 percent, 
reported availability of supervisory experiences. Ten, or 76.92 
percent, the availability of superintendency or assistant 
superintendent experiences. Eight, or 61.54 percent, reported 
elementary principalship experiences. Seven, or 53.85 percent, 
listed middle school principalship experiences. Seven, or 53.85 
percent named junior high principalship experiences. Eight, or 
61.54 percent, mentioned availability of senior high principalship 
experiences, and eight, or 61.54 percent, named State Department 
experiences. Other specified areas mentioned by four institutions, 
or 30.77 percent, included consulting and long-range programs, 
Regional Education Service Agency, Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA), 
and the United States Office of Education (USOE). A number of 
university supervisors indicated that certain interns had experience 
with more than one sponsoring agency. This information is shown in 
Table 9.
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Table 9
Responses from University Supervisors Reporting Areas 
of Administrative or Supervisory Experiences 
Available for Doctoral Interns
Type of Experience
Universities
Number Percent
Supervisory 8 61.54
Superintendency or assistant 10 76.92
Elementary principalship 8 61.54
Middle school principalship 7 53.85
Junior high principalship 7 53.85
Senior high principalship 8 61.54
State Department of Education 8 61.54
Other 4 30.77
AREA OF EDUCATION IN WHICH THE FIELD EXPERIENCE 
OCCURRED AS REPORTED BY INTERNS
Interns were asked to check the area or areas of education in 
which their doctoral level field experience occurred. The following 
areas could be checked: State Department of Education, supervisor of
school system, superintendent, assistant superintendent, elementary 
principal, middle school principal, junior high school principal, 
senior high school principal, and others. Six, or 8.10 percent, of 
the interns reported having had the experience with the State Depart­
ment of Education. Ten, or 13.51 percent, of the interns indicated 
working in a central office of a school system with a supervisor. 
Nineteen, or 25.67 percent, reported working with a school 
superintendent. Twenty interns, or 27.03 percent, reported working 
with an assistant superintendent. Seventeen, or 22.97 percent, of
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the interns had the field experience with an elementary school 
principal. Two, or 2.70 percent, of the interns reported the 
experience with a middle school principal. Six interns, or 8.10 
percent, had the experience with a junior high school principal.
Ten interris, or 13.51 percent, interned with a high school principal. 
Other places where the intern experience occurred, as reported by 
six, or 8.10 percent of the interns, were the following: Southern
Association for School Accreditation, director of federal programs, 
urban education center and a cooperative agency. This information 
is reported in Table 10.
Table 10
Areas of Education in Which the Intern Experiences 
Occurred as Reported by Interns
Interns
Area of Experience Number Percent
State Department of Education 6 8.10
Supervisor of school system 10 13.51
Super intendent 19 25.67
Assistant superintendent 20 27.03
Elementary principal 17 22.97
Middle school principal 2 2.70
Junior high school principal 6 8.10
Senior high school principal 10 13.51
Other 6 8.10
THE EXTERNSHIP
The term externship was defined for universities and interns. 
Externship is a way of responding to the needs and problems of former 
interns who are now practicing administrators or supervisors. It
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consisted of weekend retreats involving both externs and current 
interns conducted by university faculty in educational administration 
and supervision. Of the thirteen responding universities reporting 
the existence of a doctoral field experience program, only four 
reported having an externship program. Two universities considered 
implementing such a program. From a total of seventy-four interns, 
six reported having been involved in an externship program sponsored 
by their university, and two interns reported being involved in an 
externship program sponsored by another university. This information 
is shown in Table 11.
Table 11
The Externship Program Being Offered by State Supported 
Universities, Universities Considering 
Implementation, and Involvement 
by Interns
The Externship
Interns Involved 
Offered by Universities Their Other
Response Universities Considering Program University University
Yes 4 2 6 2
No 9 7 68 72
RESPONSIBILITY FOR PLANNING FIELD EXPERIENCE 
PROGRAM AS REPORTED BY UNIVERSITIES
Each university field experience director was requested to 
report on who was responsible for planning the program for interns. 
The director was to check one of the following: university staff
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solely, university and sponsoring school district, sponsoring school 
district solely, and others. Of the thirteen universities having a 
field experience program and reporting in this study, twelve, or 92.30 
percent, stated that the responsibility lay with the university and 
the sponsoring school district. One institution did not respond to 
this item. This information is shown in Table 12.
PLANNING BY UNIVERSITY DIRECTORS
University directors were asked to indicate when planning was 
done. A check mark was to be placed beside one of the following: 
quarter, semester, week, month, other. Four of the universities, or 
30.77 percent, reported that planning was done each quarter. Two 
universities, or 15.38 percent, stated that planning was done each 
semester. No one reported doing weekly or monthly planning. Other 
specified times for planning were for the entire year, as needed, 
and throughout the semester and year. This information is shown in 
Table 13.
INVOLVEMENT IN PLANNING BY INTERNS AND ADMINISTRATORS 
AND/OR SUPERVISORS
Interns were asked the questions, as an intern were you 
directly involved in the planning of your internship program and 
activities and in what ways. Of the seventy-four reporting interns, 
forty-nine, or 66.22 percent, were involved and twenty-three, or 
31.08 percent, were not involved in planning their program and 
activities. Two, or 2.70 percent, of the interns did not answer 
this question.
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Table 12
Universities Reporting Responsibility for Planning 
Field Experience Program
Responsibility for Planning
University 
Number Percent
University staff solely 0 0
University and sponsoring school district 12 92.30
Sponsoring school district solely 0 0
No response 1 7.70
Total 13 100
Table 13
Universities Reporting When Planning Was Done
When Planning is Done Number
University
Percent
Quarter 4 30.77
Semester 2 15.38
Week 0 0
Month 0 0
Other 6 46.15
No response 1 7.70
Total 13 100
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Administrators and supervisors were asked the questions, as 
a sponsoring administrator and/or supervisor were you directly involved 
in the planning of learning experience for the intern and in what 
ways? Of the twenty-three reporting administrators and supervisors, 
nineteen, or 82,61 percent, responded in the affirmative and four, or
17.39 percent, in the negative.
Interns indicated an involvement in the following ways: gave
program input, chose our own field projects, held conferences with 
advisor and planned program, planned for guest seminar speaker, chose 
school in which to intern, planned for flexibility around needs and 
interests, received additional experience on request, planned with 
committee chairman and superintendent of sponsoring school system, 
chose division and assignment, given freedom by the supervisor to do 
many things, requested experiences and helped to determine hours and 
schedule to follow, selected from available options and helped to 
establish criteria for evaluation and format of seminars.
Administrators and supervisors reported an involvement in 
planning in the following ways: cooperatively planned activities in
which interns were involved; made the initial offer from the State 
Department of Education and interns followed schedule. This 
information is shown in Table 14.
AMOUNT OF ACADEMIC CREDIT GIVEN BY UNIVERSITIES
Each university was requested to indicate the amount of 
academic credit allowed doctoral students for participation in the 
field experience program. The number was to be specified by marking
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Table 14
Involvement of Planning Program and Activities by Interns 
and Sponsoring Practitioners
Response
Involvement in Planning Program and Activities
Intern Sponsoring Practitioners 
Number Percent Number Percent
Yes 49 66.22 19 82.61
No 23 31.08 4 17.39
No response 2 2.70
Total 74 100 23 100
the appropriate items: no credit, unlimited, quarter hours per
quarter, semester hours per semester, and total maximum quarter or 
semester hours for entire experience. Of the thirteen universities 
having a field experience program, one, or 7.89 percent, gave no 
credit, and one university, or 7.89 percent, allowed an unlimited 
amount of credit. Three universities, or 23.08 percent, gave 3-6 
quarter hours and one university gave over six. Five universities, 
or 38.36 percent, allowed 3-6 semester hours credit each semester 
and one university allowed over six semester hours credit. The total 
maximum quarter hours credit given was over six quarter hours by six 
universities, or 46.15 percent, and the total maximum semester hours 
was also above six for six universities, or 46.15 percent. The 
amount of academic credit allowed for the field experience is shown 
in Table 15.
Table 15
Amount of Academic Credit Allowed for Doctoral Field 
Experience by Universities
Total Maximum Total Maximum
3-6 Over 6 3-6 Over 6 Quarter Hours Semester Hours
Universities No Unlimited Quarter Quarter Semester Semester Below Over Below Over
Reporting Credit Credit Hours Hours Hours Hours 6 6 6 6
Number* 1 1 3  1 5 1 0  6 0 6
Percent 7.89 7.89 23.08 7.89 38.36 7.89 0 46.15 0 46.15
*0ne university did not respond to this item
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AMOUNT OF ACADEMIC CREDIT RECEIVED BY INTERNS
Interns were asked to indicate the amount of academic credit 
received for the doctoral field experience program. They placed the 
appropriate number by the following ones which applied: no credit,
unlimited, quarter hours per quarter, semester hours per semester, 
and total quarter or semester hours for entire experience. None of 
the interns reported receiving no credit. Three, or 4.05 percent, 
indicated receiving an unlimited amount of credit, A total of twenty- 
four, or 32.43 percent, of the interns indicated that they received 
3-6 quarter hours of credit per quarter. Fourteen, or 18.92 percent, 
of the interns stated that they received more than 6 quarter hours! 
per quarter. Eleven interns, or 14.86 percent, reported receiving 
12-18 quarter hours per quarter. A total of fourteen, or 18.92 
percent, reported receiving 3-6 semester hours credit per semester; 
and seven, or 9.46 percent, indicated receiving over 6 semester hours 
per semester. The maximum total quarter hours received was below 10 
for seven, or 9.46 percent, of the interns; 10-15 for eleven, or 
14.86 percent; and 15-20 for twenty-four, or 32.43 percent. The 
maximum total semester hours received was below 12 for eighteen, 
or 24.32 percent, of the interns; 12-24 for three, or 4.05 percent; 
and 24-30 for one, or 1.35 percent. This information is shown in 
Table 16.
Table 16
Amount of Academic Credit Allowed Interns for Doctoral Field 
Experience as Reported by Interns
3-6 6-12 12-18 3-6 6-12 12-18 Total Maximum Total Maximum
Interns No Un­ Qtr. Qtr. Qtr. Sem. Sem. Sem. Quarter Hours Semester Hours
Reporting Credit limited Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours Hours 4-10 10-15 15-20 3-12 12-24 24-30
Number* 0 3 24 14 11 14 7 0 7 11 24 18 3 1
Percent 0 4.05 32.43 18.92 14.86 18.92 9.46 0 9.46 14.86 32.43 24.32 4.05 1.35
*One intern did not respond to the first part of this item, and 10 did not respond to the total 
maximum quarter or semester hours.
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SEMINARS
University directors, interns, and administrators and/or 
supervisors were each asked, if periodic seminars were held, how 
often and who usually conducted them. Of the thirteen universities 
having a field experience program, nine, or 69.23 percent, reported 
that periodic seminars were held and three, or 23.08 percent, said 
they were not. Of the seventy-four interns responding, fifty-one, 
or 68.92 percent, stated that periodic seminars were held, eighteen, 
or 24.32 percent, said seminars were not held and five, or 6.76 
percent, did not respond to this question. Of the twenty-three 
responding administrators and/or supervisors, nineteen, or 82.61 
percent, indicated that periodic seminars were held, and four, or
17.39 percent, said seminars were not held. This information is 
reported in Table 17.
In responding to the question, how often were seminars held, 
each of the three groups gave the following answers: weekly, bi­
weekly, monthly, every two months, and as needed. The answer given 
for the persons who usually conducted the seminars were the following: 
university officials, local school officials, college coordinator, 
local school supervisor, person responsible for area of concentration, 
and outside speakers.
DEGREE AWARDED
Both the university director and the interns were asked to 
indicate which doctoral degree, the Ed.D. or the Ph.D., was awarded
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Table 17
Periodic Seminars as Reported by Universities, Interns, 
and Sponsoring Practitioners
Response
Professional Reports
University Intern 
Number Percent Number Percent
Sponsoring 
Practitioner 
Number Percent
Yes 9 69.23 51 68.92 19 82.61
No 3 23.08 18 24.32 4 17.39
No response 1 7.69 5 6.76 0 0
Total 13 100 74 100 23 100
or would be awarded at the completion of the program. Of the thirteen
universitiesi reporting a field experience program, ten, or 76.92
percent, indicated offering the Ed.D. degree and five, or 38.46 
percent, offered the Ph.D. One university offered the Ph.D. only 
and four offered both degrees. Of the seventy-four reporting interns, 
nineteen, or 25.68 percent, had already received the Ed.D. degree and 
no interns had earned the Ph.D. degree. A total of twenty-nine, or 
39.19 percent, were to receive the Ed.D. degree and twenty-six, or 
35.14 percent, the Ph.D. degree at the completion of their doctoral 
program. This information is shown in Table 18.
TIME SPENT EACH WEEK IN THE FIELD EXPERIENCE
Each intern and each sponsoring administrator or supervisor 
was requested to indicate the amount of time the intern worked each
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Table 18
Degree Awarded to Doctoral Students by the University 
After, the Field Experience and Degree Received 
or to be Received by the Intern
Degree to be
Degree Awarded by Degree Received Received
Universities the University by the Intern by the Intern
Reporting Ed.D. Ph.D. Ed.D. Ph.D. Ed.D. Ph.D.
Number 10 5 19 0 29 26
Percent 76.92 38.46 25.68 0 39.19 35.14
week during the field experience. Of the seventy-four responding 
interns, four, or 5.40 percent, reported working only a half-day 
each week. Three, or 4.05 percent, indicated working one day a week. 
Eight, or 10.81 percent, reported working two days a week. Thirteen, 
or 17.57 percent, worked three days a week. Five, or 6.76 percent, 
reported working four days a week, and thirty-eight, or 51.35 percent, 
stated that they worked five days a week. Another work arrangement 
by the three remaining interns was sixteen hours a week.
Of the twenty-three responding administrators and supervisors, 
two, or 8.70 percent, indicated that interns spent a half day each 
week with them. Three, or 13.04 percent, reported one day a week. 
Five, or 21.74 percent, specified two days a week. Eight, or 34.78 
percent, indicated three days a week. No one reported four days a 
week, and three, or 13.04 percent, indicated five days a week. Two 
other work experience plans were reported. This information is 
shown in Table 19.
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Table 19
Amount of Time Spent Each Week Working in the Field 
Experience as Reported by Interns, 
and Sponsoring Practitioners
Professionals Reporting
Length of Time Number
Intern
Percent
Sponsoring
Number
Practitioners
Percent
% day 4 5.40 2 8.70
1 day 3 4.05 3 13.04
2 days 8 10.81 5 21.74
3 days 13 17.57 8 34.78
4 days 5 6.76 0 0
5 days 38 51.35 3 13.04
Other 3 4.06 2 8.70
Total 74 100 23 100
SOURCES OF INFORMATION REGARDING THE FIELD EXPERIENCE
The main sources of information about the doctoral field 
experience program were the university catalog, university staff, 
former interns, professional literature, and school administrators 
and supervisors. Each intern checked one source. Of seventy-four 
responding interns, three, or 4,06 percent, reported learning about 
the field experience through the university catalog and twenty-nine, 
or 39.18 percent, through the university staff. Two, or 2.70 percent 
interns indicated learning about the experience from former interns, 
and three, or 4.06 percent, learned about it through professional 
literature. Thirteen interns, or 17.57 percent, reported learning 
about the field experiences from school administrators and 
supervisors. Sixteen, or 21.62 percent, reported the following 
other sources: department of teacher education, superintendent,
brochure, another intern who had applied, written in the EPDA 
program as mandatory, and a newspaper advertisement. Eight interns, 
or 10.81 percent, did not answer this question. This information 
is reported in Table 20.
REASONS FOR PARTICIPATION IN THE FIELD EXPERIENCE PROGRAM
Interns were requested to check one or more of the primary 
reasons for participation in the field experience program. The 
reasons to be checked were the following: required by the university
required by employing school district, required by the state for 
certification, elected by the student with special interest, 
recommended by doctoral committee and others. Of the seventy-four
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Table 20
Sources of Information Regarding the Field 
Experience Program as Reported 
by Interns
Sources of Information Number
Interns
Percent
University catalog 3 4.06
University staff 29 39.18
Former intern 2 2.70
Professional literature 3 4.06
School administrator and supervisor 13 17.57
Other 16 21.62
No response 8 10.81
Total 74 100
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responding interns, thirty-six, or 48.65 percent* reported that the 
field experience was required by the university, None of the interns 
specified that the experience was required by their employing school 
district. Two interns, or 2.70 percent, indicated that the field 
experience was required by the state for certification. Sixteen, 
or 21.62 percent, reported that the field experience was elected by 
the student with special interest. Fourteen interns, or 18.92 
percent, stated that the field experience was recommended by their 
doctoral committee. Fourteen, or 18.92 percent, gave the following 
other reasons for participation: part of EPDA Program, part of
fellowship program in managing educational change, and afforded an 
opportunity to earn both money and an advanced degree. Some interns 
reported more than one reason for participation in the field 
experience program. This information is reported in Table 21.
Table 21
Reasons for Participation in the Field Experience Program 
as Reported by Interns
Interns
Reasons Number Percent
Required by the university
Required by employing school district
Required by the state for certification
Elected by the student with special interest
Recommended by doctoral committee
Other
36
0
2
16
14
14
48.65
0
2.70
21.62
18.92
18.92
108
LENGTH OF FIELD EXPERIENCE
The university director of field experiences, interns, and the 
sponsoring administrator and/or supervisor were asked to specify the 
actual length of the assignment and the ideal length. A check mark was 
to be placed by one or more of the following: one full year, one
quarter, two quarters, three quarters, four quarters, one semester, two 
semesters, and others. No university professor, twelve sponsoring 
practitioners, and twenty-one interns regarded the length of the 
experience as one year. Four university directors, twelve sponsoring 
practitioners, and nineteen interns reported the ideal length should 
be one year. Three university directors, six sponsoring practitioners, 
and twenty interns reported the length of the experience as one 
quarter. One university director, one sponsoring practitioner, and 
seventeen interns thought the ideal length of the experience should 
be one quarter. One university director, one sponsoring practitioner, 
and three interns stated that the length of the experience was two 
quarters. No university director, one sponsoring practitioner, and 
five interns indicated that the ideal length of the experience should 
be two quarters. No university directors, no sponsoring practitioners, 
and ten interns indicated the length of the experience was three 
quarters. No university director, two sponsoring practitioners, and 
seven interns stated that the ideal length would be three quarters.
One university director, no sponsoring practitioner, and no intern 
reported the actual length of the experience as four quarters. One 
university director, no sponsoring practitioner, and seven interns 
reported the ideal length to be four quarters. Three university 
directors, two sponsoring practitioners, and five interns reported
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the actual length to be one semester. One university director, five 
sponsoring practitioners, and five interns stated that the ideal 
length should be one semester. Three university directors, two 
sponsoring practitioners, and nine interns reported the actual length 
of the experience was two semesters. Three university directors, two 
sponsoring practitioners, and seven interns thought the ideal length 
of the experience should be two semesters. Other indicated lengths 
were as convenient and as needed by the student. This information is 
shown in Table 22.
PLACEMENT OF THE FIELD EXPERIENCE
University directors, interns, and sponsoring administrators 
and/or supervisors were asked, at what point in the doctoral program 
does the field experience occur, and where should it be placed. One 
university director, one sponsoring practitioner, and twenty-two 
interns reported that it came early in the program. None of the 
university directors, four sponsoring practitioners, and twenty-nine 
interns thought the ideal placement for the field experience was in 
the early part of the program. Three university directors, six 
sponsoring practitioners, and fourteen interns reported the experience 
in the middle part of the program. Four university directors, four 
sponsoring practitioners, and eleven interns concurred that the 
experience should occur in the middle of the program. Two university 
directors, ten sponsoring practitioners, and twenty-nine interns 
reported the experience in the latter part of the program. Two 
university directors, three sponsoring practitioners, and twenty-six
Table 22
Response from University Directors, Sponsoring Practitioners, 
and Interns on the Length Compared to the Ideal Length 
of the Field Experience
________ Length of Field Experience__________________________ Ideal Length____________________
 _______________________________ Professionals_Responding_____________________________________
Length University Sponsoring University Sponsoring
of_______________ Director_____ Practitioner______ Intern________ Director_____ Practitioner______ Intern
Time Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
One full
year 0 0 12 52.17 21 28.38 4 30.17 12 52.17 19 25.68
One qtr. 3 23.08 6 26.08 20 27.03 1 7.69 1 4.35 17 22.97
Two qtrs. 1 7.69 1 4.35 3 4.05 0 0 1 4.35 5 6.76
Three qtrs. 0 0 0 0 10 13.57 0 0 2 8.69 7 9.46
Four qtrs. 1 7.69 0 0 0 0 1 7.69 0 0 7 9.46
One sem. 3 23.08 2 8.69 5 6.76 1 7.69 5 21.74 5 6.76
Two sem. 3 23.08 2 8.69 9 12.15 3 23.08 2 8.69 7 9.46
Other 1 7.69 0 0 2 2.70 2 15.38 - - 7 9.46
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interns thought the ideal placement of the field experience was in 
the latter part of the program, Six university directors, five 
sponsoring practitioners, and three interns reported the experience 
occurred as convenient. Six university professors, no sponsoring 
practitioners, and five interns thought the experience should occur 
as convenient. Other places indicated for the placement of the 
field experience were optional and according to student's need.
This information is reported in Table 23.
REMUNERATION DURING THE FIELD EXPERIENCE
University directors, interns, and sponsoring practitioners 
were asked about remuneration. On reporting remuneration for interns, 
university directors were to indicate if some students, all students, 
or none of the students received remuneration during the field exper­
ience. Interns were requested to answer either "yes," or "no," to 
indicate whether or not they were remunerated. Sponsoring practitioners 
were to answer the same way as interns. Seven university directors, or
53.85 percent, indicated that some of the students received remuner­
ation. Three university directors, or 23.08 percent, stated that all 
of the students received remuneration, and two university directors, 
or 15.38 percent, indicated that none of the students were remunerated. 
Fifty-six interns, or 75.68 percent, stated that they received 
remuneration, and eighteen, or 24.32 percent, said they did not. Only 
one sponsoring practitioner, or 4.35 percent, reported remuneration 
for the experience. He reported the amount as tuition-free courses 
for his school staff. Twenty-one, or 91.30 percent, indicated
Table 23
Response from University Directors, Sponsoring Practitioners, 
and Interns Regarding the Placement of the Field Experience 
Compared to Where it Should be Placed
Where Does Field Experience Occur?   ________ Where Should it be Placed?
Professionals Responding
University Sponsoring University Sponsoring
Director Practitioner Intern Director Practitioner Intern
Response Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Early Part 1 7.69 1 4.35 22 29.73 0 0 4 17.39 29 39.19
Middle Part 3 23.08 6 26.09 14 18.92 4 30.77 4 17.39 11 14.86
Latter Part 2 15.38 10 43.48 29 39.19 2 15.38 3 13.04 26 35.14
As
Convenient 6 46.15 5 21.74 3 4.05 6 46.15 0 0 5 6.76
Other 1 4.34 3 4.05 0 0 8 34.78 3 4.05
No
Response 1 7.70 0 0 3 4.06 1 7.70 4 17.40 0 0
Total 13 100.00 23 100.00 74 100.00 13 100.00 23 100.00 74 100.00
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receiving no remuneration, and one did not answer this question.
This information is reported in Table 24.
WHO PAYS FOR THE EXPERIENCE?
Of the universities and interns reporting remuneration during 
the experience, each was asked who pays for the experience* Three 
university directors, or 23.08 percent, and fifty-two interns, or 
70.27 percent, stated that federal funds such as an Educational 
Profession Development Act (EPDA) grant were given. Both groups 
reported that the grants ranged from a low of $1,000 to a high of 
$12,000 per student. Nine university directors, or 69.24 percent, 
and eighteen interns, or 24.32 percent, indicated that the local 
school system helped to remunerate the intern. Salary given interns 
by local school system and reported by universities ranged from 
$1,000 to $3,600 and from $1,200 to $8,000 as reported by interns. 
Three, or 23.08 percent, of the universities and seven, or 9.46 
percent, of the interns reported a university fellowship. The amount 
of the fellowship as reported by universities ranged from $1,500 to 
$4,500 and from $2,700 to $12,000 as reported by interns. Three 
universities and three interns indicated that other monies or 
fellowships included a cooperative agency, G.I, Bill of Rights, and 
Southern Association for School Accreditation. Several of the interns 
had received remuneration from at least two sources during their field 
experience. This information is reported in Table 25.
114
Table 24
Response from University Directors, Interns, 
and Sponsoring Practitioners Regarding 
Remuneration During the Experience
Number
and
Percent
Remuneration 
Professionals Reporting 
University Directors 
Some All Interns
Students Students None Yes No
Sponsoring 
Practitioners 
Yes No
Number 7 3 2 56 18 1 21
Percent 53.85 23.08 15.38 75.68 24.32 4.35 91.30
Table 25
Response From University Directors and Interns 
on Who Pays for the Experience
Source
and  University Directors_______   Interns______________
Amount Number Percent High Low Number Percent High Low
Federal Grant 3 23.08 52 70.27
Amount $12,000 $1,000 $12,000 $1,000
Local school
System 9 69.24 18 24.32
Amount $ 3,600 $1,000 $ 8,000 $1,200
University
Fellowship 3 23.08 7 9.46
AmoUnt $ 4,500 $1,500 $12,000 $2,700
Other 3 23.08 3 4.05
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REQUIREMENT OF A DOCTORAL FIELD EXPERIENCE
Each university director was asked if a field experience was 
required for doctoral candidates. Of the responding institutions with 
a field program five, or 38.46 percent, answered in the affirmative 
and seven, or 53.85 percent, in the negative. Is a field experience 
required by the State Department for certification? Only one 
university, or 7.69 percent, responded in the affirmative and nine, 
or 69.23 percent, in the negative. Three institutions did not answer 
the latter item of the question. If a field experience is not 
required, what percent of doctoral students are involved in an 
internship? The response ranged from almost nil to as high as 75 
percent, depending on the type program. This information is found in 
Table 26.
AREAS OF ADMINISTRATIVE AND/OR SUPERVISORY EXPERIENCES 
PROVIDED FOR INTERNS
University supervisors, sponsoring school administrators, and 
supervisors and interns were asked to indicate the areas of adminis­
trative and/or supervisory learning experiences provided for interns. 
The areas included the following: curriculum, instruction, personnel,
purchasing, supervision, Southern Association evaluation, auxiliary 
agencies, finance and budget, school plant construction, plant oper­
ation, pupil services, maintenance, transportation, business manage­
ment, school-community relations, and others. Nine university 
supervisors, or 69.23 percent, said that interns had been involved in 
curriculum experiences. Forty-seven interns, or 63.51 percent, stated 
that they had curriculum experiences. Twenty sponsoring practitioners,
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Table 26
Response From University Directors Regarding Requirement 
of a Field Experience for Doctoral Candidates
Response of
University
Directors
Required by 
the 
Institution 
Yes No
Required by State 
Department for 
Certification 
Yes No
If not required, 
What Percent of 
Doctoral Students 
Are Involved?
Varies with
Number 5 7 1 9 University
Percent 38.46 53.85 7.69 69.23 0-75
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or 86.96 percent, reported involving interns in curriculum work.
Seven university supervisors, or 58.85 percent, indicated an 
involvement of interns in instruction. Fifty interns, or 67.57 
percent, gave an indication of being involved in instruction. Twenty 
sponsoring practitioners, or 86.96 percent, stated that interns had 
had some experience in instruction. Nine university supervisors, or 
69.23 percent, indicated the involvement of interns in personnel 
procedures. Forty-five interns, or 60.86 percent, had some experience 
in personnel practices. Eighteen sponsoring practitioners, or 78.26 
percent, involved interns in personnel practices. Six university 
supervisors, or 46.15 percent, stated an involvement of interns in 
purchasing. A total of twenty interns, or 27.03 percent, had some 
experience with purchasing. Eight, or 34.78 percent, sponsoring 
practitioners reported involving interns in purchasing. Eight, or
61.54 percent, of the university supervisors indicated that interns 
worked some with supervision. Forty-nine, or 66.22 percent, of the 
interns had some experience in supervision. Seventeen, or 73.71 
percent, sponsoring practitioners involved interns in supervision.
Only three university supervisors, or 23.08 percent, reported that 
school systems included interns in a Southern Association evaluation. 
Twenty interns, or 27.03 percent, stated that they worked on a 
Southern Association evaluation team. Seven sponsoring practitioners, 
or 30.43 percent, indicated giving interns experience with Southern 
Association evaluation. None of the university supervisors reported 
an involvement of interns in auxiliary agencies. A total of twenty- 
five interns, or 33.78 percent, had an experience with auxiliary
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agencies. Only five, or 21.74 percent, sponsoring practitioners 
reported involving interns in auxiliary agencies. Eight university 
supervisors, or 61.54 percent, mentioned that school systems gave 
interns an experience with finance and budget. Thirty-two, or 43.24 
percent, of the interns had some experience with finance and budget. 
Twelve, or 52.17 percent, of the sponsoring practitioners involved 
interns in finance and budget. Nine university supervisors, or 69.23 
percent, reported that sponsoring practitioners gave interns some 
experience in school plant construction. Twenty-eight interns, or
37.84 percent, reported having some experience with school plant 
construction. Only six sponsoring practitioners, or 26.09 percent, 
gave interns an experience with school plant construction. Nine 
university supervisors, or 69.23 percent, mentioned that school 
systems acquainted interns with plant operation. Twenty-five interns, 
or 33.78 percent, declared an involvement in plant operation. Ten 
sponsoring practitioners, or 43.48 percent, expressed an involvement 
of interns in plant operation. Eight university supervisors, or
61.54 percent, mentioned that interns had some experience in pupil 
services. A total of thirty-two interns, or 43.24 percent, indicated 
working in pupil services. As many as eighteen sponsoring prac- 
titions, or 78.26 percent, stated that they had given interns an 
experience in pupil services. Seven university supervisors, or
53.85 percent, said that interns had some experience with maintenance. 
Twenty-one interns, or 28.28 percent, indicated having some experience 
with maintenance. Seven sponsoring practitioners, or 30.43 percent, 
reported giving interns an experience with maintenance. Six university
supervisors, or 45.15 percent, expressed an involvement of interns in 
transportation. Seventeen interns, or 22.97 percent, reported an 
experience with transportion. Nine sponsoring practitioners, or 
39.13 percent, gave interns some experience with transportation.
Nine university supervisors, or 69.23 percent, mentioned that school 
systems permitted interns to have some experience in business 
management. Twenty-eight interns, or 37.84 percent, had an experience 
in business management. Eight sponsoring practitioners, or 34.78 
percent, reported giving interns an experience in business management. 
Eight university supervisors, or 61.54 percent, expressed an 
involvement of interns by school system in school-community relations. 
Fifty-one interns, or 68.92 percent, reported having some experience 
with school-community relations. Fourteen sponsoring practitioners, 
or 60.87 percent, gave interns an experience with school-community 
relations. Other areas listed by three, or 23.08 percent, of the 
university supervisors included planning and intern and local district 
selection of areas in terms of need. Other areas listed by twenty-one, 
or 28.38 percent, interns included public relations for school district 
and community, in-service education programs, program evaluation, 
special programs, federal program writing, school lunch program, 
career education, school board meetings, power structure, research, 
labor relations, and general decision-making. The other area mentioned 
by two, or 8.70 percent, of the sponsoring practitioners was compiling 
policies into a handbook. This information is compiled in Table 27.
Table 27
Learning Experience in Which Interns Participated as Reported by University Supervisors,
Interns, and Sponsoring Practitioners
Professionals Reporting
Learning
University
Supervisor Intern
Sponsoring
Practitioner
Experience Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Curriculum 9 69.23 47 63.51 20 86.96
Instruction 7 53.85 50 67.57 20 86.96
Personnel 9 69.23 45 60.68 18 78.26
Purchasing 6 46.15 20 27.03 8 34.78
Supervision 8 61.54 49 66.22 17 73.71
Southern Association 
Evaluation 3 23.08 20 27.03 7 30.43
Auxiliary Agencies 0 0.00 25 33.78 5 21.74
Finance and Budget 8 61.54 32 43.24 12 52.17
School Plant 
Construction 9 69.23 28 37.84 6 26.09
Plant Operation 9 69.23 25 33.78 10 43.48
Pupil Services 8 61.54 32 43.24 18 78.26
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Table 27 (continued)
Professionals Reporting
Learning
University
Supervisor Intern
Sponsoring
Practitioner
Experience Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Maintenance 7 53.85 2 1 28.38 7 30.43
Transportation 6 46.15 17 22.97 9 39.13
Business Management 9 69.23 28 37.84 8 34.78
Schoo1 -Community 
Relations 8 61.54 51 68.92 14 60.87
Other 3 23.08 2 1 28.38 1 8.70
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NUMBER OF DOCTORAL INTERNS WITH WHOM ADMINISTRATORS 
AND SUPERVISORS WORKED
The public school administrator and/or supervisor was asked to 
indicate the number of doctoral interns with whom he had worked since 
September, 1971, in both administration and supervision. The twenty- 
three sponsoring practitioners reported working with a total of 
eighty-seven, for an average of 3.95 interns each. Sixty-five, or 
74.71 percent, of the interns were in administration and twenty-two, 
or 25.29 percent, were in supervision. This information is shown in 
Table 28.
Table 28
Responses from Sponsoring Practitioners Indicating 
the Number of Interns with Whom They Worked 
since September, 1971 in Administration 
and Supervision
Number of Interns Reported
Area Number Percent
Administration 65 74.71
Supervision 2 2 25.29
Total 87 1 0 0
TOTAL NUMBER OF DOCTORAL STUDENTS PARTICIPATING 
IN FIELD EXPERIENCE
Each university director was requested to list the total 
number of doctoral students participating in the field experience 
program for the years 1971-1972, 1972-1973, and 1973-1974. A total
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of sixty-five interns were enrolled in the program during 1971-1972. 
Seventy interns participated during 1972-1973 school year. In 1973- 
1974 a total of eighty-six interns was enrolled in a field experience 
program. The final total for the three year period was 221. This 
information is reported in Table 29.
IMPORTANCE GIVEN TO SELECTED OBJECTIVES 
OF FIELD EXPERIENCE PROGRAM
The three groups of respondents were requested to appraise the 
objectives of the field experience program as they relate to the intern, 
the sponsoring administrator and/or supervisor*, and the university.
Each respondent was asked to indicate whether the stated objective 
was of "major importance," "minor importance," or "no importance."
The following objectives were rated of "major importance" 
by the majority of university supervisors of interns: to stimulate
interaction between the university and school districts in the area, 
twelve or 92 percent; to develop better administrators or supervisors 
through actual practice than could be developed totally by course 
work, eleven or 83 percent; to enable interns to benefit from lessons 
learned from sponsoring school systems during their field experience, 
ten or 77 percent; to develop a comprehensive view of educational 
administration and/or supervision, nine or 69 percent; to assist the 
student to make a gradual transition from theory to practice under 
supervision, nine or 69 percent; and to develop good human relations, 
seven or 54 percent.
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Table 29
Response from University Directors Reporting Number 
of Doctoral Interns in Field Experience 
Programs for the School Years 
1971-1972, 1972-1973, 
and 1973-1974
Year of Experience
Number of Interns 
in Field Experience Program 
Number
1971-1972 65
1972-1973 70
1973-1974 8 6
Total 221
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Rated by the majority of administrators and/or supervisors as 
being of "major" importance were the following objectives: to develop
a comprehensive view of educational administration and/or supervision, 
twenty-three or 1 0 0  percent; to develop better administrators or 
supervisors through actual practice than could be developed totally 
by course work, eighteen or 78 percent; to enable interns to benefit 
from lessons learned from sponsoring school systems during their field 
experiences, eighteen or 78 percent; to assist the student to make a 
gradual transition from theory to practice under supervision, eighteen 
or 78 percent; to develop good human relations, seventeen or 74 
percent; and to stimulate interaction between the university and the 
school districts in the area, twelve or 52 percent.
The following objectives were rated of "major importance" by 
the majority of interns: to develop a comprehensive view of education­
al administration and/or supervision, sixty-four or 8 6  percent; to 
develop better administrators or supervisors through actual practice 
than could be developed totally by course work, sixty-four or 8 6  
percent; to assist the student to make a gradual transition from 
theory to practice under supervision, fifty-six or 76 percent; to 
enable interns to benefit from lessons learned from sponsoring school 
systems during their field experience, fifty-one or 69 percent; to 
stimulate interaction between the university and school districts in 
the area, forty-three or 58 percent; and to develop good human 
relations, thirty-eight or 51 percent.
University professors, as a majority, rated the following 
objectives of "minor importance": to develop a sense of professional
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ethics, nine or 69 percent; to evaluate the preparation programs of 
the university, eight or 62 percent; to evaluate the administrative 
or supervisory ability of students, eight or 62 percent; and to 
provide additional services for the sponsoring field agency, seven 
or 54 percent.
Rated as being of "minor importance" by the majority of school 
administrators and supervisors were the following objectives: to
provide additional services for the sponsoring field agency, fourteen 
or 61 percent; to evaluate the preparation programs of the university, 
thirteen or 57 percent; to develop a sense of professional ethics, 
twelve or 52 percent; and to evaluate the administrative or supervisory 
ability of students, twelve or 52 percent.
The following objectives were rated of "minor importance" by 
the majority of interns: to evaluate the administrative or supervisory
ability of students, fifty or 6 8  percent; to provide additional 
services for the sponsoring field agency, forty-eight or 65 percent; 
and to develop a sense of professional ethics, forty-five or 61 
percent.
The majority of university professors did not rate any of the 
objectives as being of "no importance." The majority of school 
administrators and supervisors and interns did not rate any of the 
objectives as being of "no importance." This information is tabulated 
in Table 30.
Table 30
Importance Given to Selected Objectives of Field Experience Programs 
by University Supervisors, Sponsoring Practitioners, and Interns
University Supervisors Sponsoring Practitioners
Objectives of Field
Major
Importance
Minor
Importance
No
Importance
Major.:
Importance
Minor
Importance
No
Importance
Experience Program No. 7o No. % No, 7o No. % No. 7o No. %
1. To develop a compre­
hensive view of 
educational adminis­
tration and/or 
supervision 9 69 3 23 23 1 0 0
2. To assist the student 
to make a gradual 
transition from theory 
to practice under 
supervision 9 69 3 23 17 74 6 26
3. To develop better 
administrators or 
supervisors through 
actual practice than 
could be developed 
totally by course 
work 1 1 87 1 8 17 78 5 2 2
4. To evaluate the admin­
istrative or super­
visory ability of 
students 4 31 8 62 — 9 39 1 2 52 2 9
oo
Table 30 (continued)
Interns
Objectives of Field 
Experience Program
Major
Importance
Minor
Importance
Nc
Imporl
)
pance
No. % No. : % No. %
1. To develop a compre­
hensive view of 
educational adminis­
tration and/or 
supervision 64 8 6 9 1 2
2. To assist the student 
to make a gradual 
transition from theory 
to practice under 
supervision 56 76 17 23
3. To develop better 
administrators or 
supervisors through 
actual practice than 
could be developed 
totally by course 
work 64 8 6 8 1 1
4. To evaluate the admin­
istrative or super­
visory ability of 
students 17 23 50 6 8 6 8
5. To develop a sense of 
professional ethics 17 23 45 61 1 1 15
Table 30 (continued)
University Supervisors Sponsoring Practitioners
Objectives of Field 
Experience Program
Major
Importance
Minor
Importance
No
Importance
Major
Importance
Minor
Importance
No
Importance
No. % No. % No. 7= No. 7o No. % No. %
5. To develop a sense of 
professional ethics 2 15 9 69 1 8 1 0 43 1 2 52 1 4
6 . To enable interns to 
benefit from lessons 
learned from spon­
soring school systems 
during their field 
experience 1 0 77 2 15 18 78 4 17 1 4
7. To develop good 
human relations 7 54 5 36 — — 13 57 9 39 1 4
8 . To provide additional 
services for the 
sponsoring field 
agency 5 38 7 54 6 26 14 61 3 13
9. To evaluate the
preparation programs 
of the university 4 31 8 62 1 8 3 13 13 57 7 30
10. To stimulate inter­
action between the 
university and the 
school district in 
the area 1 2 92 1 2 52 9 39 2 9
11. Other 1 8
Table 30 (continued)
Interns
Objectives of Field 
Experience Program
Major
ImDortance
Minor
Importance
No
Importance
No. % No. % No. %
6 . To enable interns to 
benefit from lessons 
learned from spon­
soring school systems 
during their field 
experience 51 69 2 0 27 2 3
7. To develop good human 
relations 38 51 29 39 5 7
8 . To provide additional 
services for the 
sponsoring field 
agency 1 1 15 48 65 15 2 0
9. To evaluate the pre­
paration programs of 
the university 17 23 36 49 19 26
10. To stimulate inter­
action between the 
university and the 
school district in 
the area 43 58 2 2 26 8 1 1
11. Other 4 5
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EVALUATION OF SELECTED FORMS OF INTERN ORIENTATION
All three groups--university supervisors, sponsoring 
administrators and supervisors and interns--were requested to 
ascertain the value of selected forms of orientation, if available, 
to the field experience program. The selected forms for evaluation 
were conferences with the university supervisor; meetings with the 
local board of education; acquaintance with school district policies; 
conferences with local administrators and/or supervisor; and tours of 
local schools. Each respondent was instructed to check each form of 
orientation as "helpful," "moderately helpful," "of little help," 
or "not available."
Rated as "very helpful" by a majority of university supervisors 
were the following: conferences with local administrators and/or
supervisor, ten or 77 percent; and conferences with the university 
supervisor, nine or 69 percent. Rated as "very helpful" by a 
majority of sponsoring supervisors were the following: conferences
with local administrator and/or supervisor, twenty-one or 91 percent; 
conferences with the university supervisor, fifteen-or 65 percent; 
acquaintance with school district policies, fifteen or 65 percent; 
and tours of local schools, twelve or 52 percent. The majority of 
interns rated the following as "very helpful": conferences with local
administrator and/or supervisor, fifty-seven or 77 percent, and 
conferences with the university supervisor, fifty-one or 69 percent.
Rated by less than a majority of university supervisors as 
"moderately helpful" were the following: tours of local schools,
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six or 48 percent; acquaintance with school district policies, four 
or 31 percent; and meetings with the local board of education, four 
or 31 percent. Rated as "moderately helpful" by less than a majority 
of sponsoring practitioners were the following; acquaintance with 
school district policies, eight or 35 percent; and tours of local 
schools, eight or 35 percent. Less than a majority of interns rated 
as "moderately helpful" the following: acquaintance with school
district policies, twenty-five or 34 percent.
Rated "of little help" by less than a majority of university 
supervisors was meetings with the local board of education, four or 
31 percent. Less than a majority of sponsoring supervisors rated 
"of little help" meetings with the local board of education, six or 
26 percent. Rated by a small number of interns as "of little help" 
was meetings with the local board of education, fifteen or 2 0  percent.
A small number of sponsoring supervisors also rated as "not 
available" meetings with the local board of education, two or 9 
percent. Likewise, a small number of interns, nineteen or 26 percent, 
rated the same item as "not available." Other forms of orientation 
listed included faculty and principal meetings, conferences with 
district leader, survey of community attitudes, meetings with the 
county court, meetings with State Department staff, supervisory 
meetings, and legislative work experience. This information is 
shown in Table 31.
Table 31
Evaluation of Selected Forms of Intern Orientation, if Available, to the Field Experience 
Program as Expressed by University Supervisors, Sponsoring Practitioners,
and Interns
Vei•y Helpful Moderately Helpful
University
Supervisor
Sponsoring
Practitioner Intern
University
Supervisor
-Sponsoring
Practitioner Intern
Form of Orientation No. 7o No. % No. % No. % No. 7. No. 7>
1 . Conferences with the 
university supervisor 9 69 15 65 51 69 2 15 4 17 13 18
2 . Meetings with local 
board of education 3 23 1 0 43 18 24 4 31 5 2 2 2 0 27
3. Acquaintance with school 
district policies 5 38 15 65 36 49 4 31 8 35 25 34
4. Conferences with local 
administrator and/or 
supervisor 1 0 77 2 1 91 57 77 1 8 1 4 1 2 16
5. Tours of local schools 4 31 1 2 52 36 49 6 46 8 35 2 1 28
6 . Other 1 4 2 3 ■
Table 31 (continued)
Of Little Help Not Available
University
Supervisor
Sponsoring
Practitioner Intern
University
Supervisor
Sponsoring
Practitioner Intern
No. % No. % No. 7o No. % No. % No. 7o
1. Conferences with the 
university supervisor 2 9 7 9 1 8 1 4 1 1
2. Meetings with local 
board of education 4 31 6 26 15 2 0 2 15 2 9 19 26
3. Acquaintance with school 
district policies 2 15 — — 8 1 1 1 8 -- — 2 3
4. Conferences with local 
administrator and/or 
supervisor __ _ _ 1 4 2 3 1 8 _ _ 1 1
5. Tours of local schools 1 8 2 9 7 9 1 8 1 4 9 1 2
6 . Other
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FREQUENCY OF CONTACT BY INTERN WITH SELECTED GROUPS
During the field experience program interns became acquainted 
with various groups such as the board of education, administrative or 
supervisory staff, instructional staff, pupils, community, adminis­
trators or supervisors in other systems, nonprofessional personnel, 
and professional organizations. Each of the three groups of re­
spondents was instructed to indicate the frequency of contact by 
interns with various personnel. Respondents were requested to 
indicate whether the interns were in contact with each group "very 
frequently," "frequently," "occasionally," or "never." The number 
and percent of university supervisors, sponsoring practitioners, 
and interns indicated the frequency of contact by interns with 
selected personnel groups are shown in Table 32.
A majority of university supervisors said that interns were 
"very frequently" in contact with administrative or supervisory staff, 
nine or 69 percent; and a high percentage reported instructional 
staff, six or 46 percent, contact. A majority of sponsoring prac­
titioners indicated that interns were "very frequently" in contact 
with administrative or supervisory personnel, seventeen or 74 percent; 
and a large number reported instructional staff contact, eleven or 
48 percent. Likewise, interns were in agreement with university 
supervisors and sponsoring practitioners. The majority of interns 
reported being in contact "very frequently" with administrative or 
supervisory staff, forty-seven or 64 percent;, and a large number 
reported "very frequently" being in contact with the instructional 
staff, twenty-eight or 38 percent.
Table 32
Frequency of Contact by Interns with Selected Groups as Indicated by 
University Supervisors, Sponsoring Practitioners, and Interns
Very Frequently Frequently
University
Supervisor
Sponsoring
Practitioner Intern
University
Supervisor
Sponsoring
Practitioner Intern
No. % No. % No. 7o No. 7o No. 7. No. 7o
1. Board of Education — — 1 4 1 0 14 3 23 4 17 8 1 1
2. Administrative or 
supervisory staff 9 69 17 74 47 64 1 8 4 17 2 0 27
3. Instructional staff 6 46 1 1 48 28 38 3 23 7 30 27 36
4. Pupils 2 15 8 35 24 32 3 23 3 13 7 9
5. Community -- — 2 9 1 0 14 3 23 9 39 25 34
6 . Administrators or 
supervisors in other 
systems 1 8 3 17 1 2 16 3 23 1 4 15 2 0
7. Non-professional 
personnel 1 8 1 4 16 2 2 3 23 1 0 43 19 26
8 . Professional organi­
zations -- — - - -- 3 4 3 23 9 39 14 19
9. Other -- — -- -- 6 8
Table 32 (continued)
Occasionally Never
University
Supervisor
Sponsoring
Practitioner Intern
University
Supervisor
Sponsoring
Practitioner Intern
No. % No. % No. 7a No. 7a No. 7a No. 7a
1. Board of Education 7 54 15 65 35 47 — -- 3 13 18 24
2. Administrative or 
supervisory staff — 2 9 7 9 — -
3. Instructional staff 1 8 5 2 2 17 23 — -- -- -- 1 1
4. Pupils 4 31 1 2 52 30 41 1 8 — — 1 1 15
5. Community 9 39 27 36 — -- 3 13 1 0 14 — —
6 . Administrators or
supervisors in other 
systems 5 38 1 2 52 35 47 1 8 6 26 1 0 14
7. Non-professional 
personnel 5 38 1 1 48 30 41 1 8 2 9 8 1 1
8 . Professional organi­
zations 6 46 1 1 48 32 43 1 8 3 13 2 2 30
9. Other — —
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A majority of university supervisors did not report interns 
being in contact "frequently" with any of the selected personnel 
groups. The highest number reported by universities was three, or 
23 percent, contact of interns "frequently" with the following groups: 
board of education, instructional staff, pupils, community, adminis­
trators or supervisors in other systems, nonprofessional personnel, 
and professional organizations. A majority of sponsoring practitioners 
did not report interns being in contact, "frequently" with any of the 
selected personnel groups; however, the highest contact number was 
ten, or 43 percent, with nonprofessional personnel and nine, or 39 
percent, with professional organizations and community. Likewise, 
the majority of interns did not report being in contact "frequently" 
with any of the selected personnel groups. The highest numbers of 
contacts reported by interns as "frequently" were instructional staff, 
twenty-seven or 36 percent; and community, twenty-five or 34 percent,
University supervisors as a majority, reported that interns 
were in contact "occasionally" with the following groups: board of
education, seven or 54 percent; and community, seven or 54 percent.
The next highest number of university supervisors reported interns 
were "occasionally" in contact with professional organizations, six 
or 46 percent. As a majority, sponsoring practitioners indicated that 
interns were "occasionally" in contact with the following personnel 
groups: board of education, fifteen or 65 percent; pupils, twelve or
52 percent; and administrators or supervisors in other systems, twelve 
or 52 percent. The next highest number of contacts of interns 
"occasionally" reported by sponsoring practitioners was the following:
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nonprofessional personnel, eleven or 48 percent; and professional 
organizations, eleven or 48 percent. A majority of interns did not 
report an "occasional" contact with any of the personnel groups; 
however, the highest "occasional" contact reported was with adminis­
trators or supervisors in other systems, thirty-five or 47 percent.
A small reported percentage by university supervisors of 
contacts "never" made by interns was with administrators or supervisors 
in other systems, one or 8  percent; nonprofessional personnel, one or 
8  percent; professional organization, one or 8  percent; and pupils, 
one or 8  percent. Sponsoring practitioners in reporting on contacts 
"never" made by interns with personnel groups gave the highest per­
centage to administrators or supervisors in other systems, six or 26 
percent. In reporting contacts "never" made with selected personnel 
groups interns gave the highest percentage to the following: profes­
sional organizations, twenty-two or 30 percent; board of education, 
eighteen or 24 percent; pupils, eleven or 15 percent; community and 
administrators or supervisors in other systems, ten or 14 percent.
EVALUATION OF PERFORMANCE OF DUTIES 
BY THE UNIVERSITY SUPERVISOR
Each of the three respondents was requested to evaluate the 
performance of duties by the university supervisor. For this study 
ten duties of the university supervisor were selected for evaluation. 
These duties were organization of the program to meet the needs of 
interns and the sponsoring school district; placement and supervision 
of interns; appraising the suitability of the sponsoring school 
administrator or supervisor; coordination of the program between the
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university and the sponsoring school district; provision of university 
resources to the sponsoring administrator and/or supervisor, formal 
instruction of intern during experience; provision of opportunities 
to integrate theory with practice; revision of policies and procedures 
pertaining to the internship; evaluation of the professional growth 
of the intern; and evaluation of the field experience program. Each 
of the three groups of respondents was requested to evaluate each 
listed duty performed by the university supervisor as "helpful," 
"moderately helpful," or of "little help." The number and percent 
of university supervisors, sponsoring practitioners, and interns 
indicating the evaluation of the performance of each duty by the 
university supervisor are shown in Table 33.
The majority of university supervisors rated as "helpful" 
the following duties they performed: organization of the program to
meet the needs of interns and the sponsoring school district, eleven 
or 85 percent; placement and supervision of interns, ten or 77 percent; 
evaluation of the field experience program, ten or 77 percent; co­
ordination of the program between the university and the sponsoring 
school district, eight or 62 percent; provision of university 
resources to the sponsoring administrator and supervisor, seven or 
54 percent; provision of opportunities to integrate theory with
i
practice, seven or 54 percent; and evaluation of the professional 
growth of the intern, seven or 54 percent. Also rated as high and 
"helpful" by slightly less than a majority of the university 
supervisors were the following: appraising the suitability of the
sponsoring school administrator or supervisor, six or 46 percent;
Table 33
Evaluation of Performance of Duties by the University Supervisor as Indicated by 
University Supervisors, Sponsoring Practitioners, and Interns
Helpful Moderately Helpful
Duties of the
University
Supervisor
Sponsoring
Practitioner Intern
University
Supervisor
Sponsoring
Practitioner Intern
University Supervisor No. % No. % No. % No. % No. 1 No. 7c
1. Organization of the 
program to meet the 
needs of interns and 
the sponsoring school 
district 1 1 85 15 65 43 58 7 30 2 1 28
2. Placement and super­
vision of interns 1 0 77 14 61 44 59 1 8 7 30 2 0 27
3. Appraising the suit­
ability of the spon­
soring schoool 
administrator or 
supervisor 6 46 15 65 38 51 3 23 7 30 2 1 28
4. Coordination of the 
program between the 
university and the 
sponsoring school 
district 8 62 16 70 41 55 2 15 7 30 2 2 30
5. Provision of uni­
versity resources to 
the sponsoring 
administrator and 
supervisor 7 54 7 30 34 46 2 15 1 1 48 24 32
Table 33 (continued)
Of Little Help
Duties of the 
University Supervisor
University
Supervisor
Sponsoring
Practitioner Intern
No. % No. % No. °L
1. Organization of the 
program to meet the 
needs of interns and 
the sponsoring school 
district 1 4 8 1 1
2. Placement and super­
vision of interns -- -- 1 4 7 9
3. Appraising the suit­
ability of the spon­
soring school 
administrator or a 
supervisor 2 15 1 1 1 1 13 18
4. Coordination of the 
program between the 
university and the 
sponsoring school 
district 9 1 2
5. Provision of uni­
versity resources to 
the sponsoring 
administrator and 
supervisor 2 15 5 2 2 13 18
Table 33 (continued)
Helpful Moderately Helpful
Duties of the 
University Supervisor
University
Supervisor
Sponsoring
Practitioner Intern
University
Supervisor
Sponsoring
Practitioner Intern
No. % No. 70 i No. % No. 1 No. % No. %
6 . Formal instruction of 
intern during 
experience 3 23 1 0 43 25 34 5 38 8 35 28 38
7. Provision of oppor­
tunities to integrate 
theory with practice 7 54 14 61 39 53 4 31 7 30 26 35
8 . Revision of policies 
and procedures per­
taining to the 
internship 6 46 1 2 52 25 34 4 31 7 30 28 38
9. Evaluation of the 
professional growth 
of the intern 7 54 14 61 41 55 4 31 6 26 2 0 27
10. Evaluation of the 
field experience 
program 1 0 77 14 61 42 57 1 8 6 26 2 1 28
11. Other -- — -- ■ — 2 3 -- —
Table 33 (continued)
Of Little Help
Duties of the 
University Supervisor
University
Supervisor
Sponsoring
Practitioner Intern
No. % No. % No. %
6 . Formal instruction of 
intern during 
experience 3 23 5 2 2 19 26
7. Provision of oppor­
tunities to integrate 
theory with practice -  - _  - 2 9 7 9
8 . Revision of policies 
and procedures per­
taining to the 
internship 1 8 3 13 19 26
9. Evaluation of the 
professional growth 
of the intern —  — 2 7 1 1 15
10. Evaluation of the 
field experience 
program _  - 2 9 9 1 2
11. Other -- --
and revision of policies and procedures pertaining to the internship, 
six or 46 percent. Sponsoring practitioners as a majority rated the 
following duties performed by the university supervisor as "helpful": 
coordination of the program between the university and the sponsoring 
school district, sixteen or 70 percent; organization of the program 
to meet the needs of interns and the sponsoring school district, 
fifteen or 65 percent; appraising the suitability of the sponsoring 
school administrator or supervisor, fifteen or 65 percent; placement 
and supervision of interns, fourteen or 61 percent; provision of 
opportunities to integrate theory with practice, fourteen or 61 
percent; evaluation of the professional growth of the intern, fourteen 
or 61 percent; and evaluation of the field experience program, 
fourteen or 61 percent. The majority of interns rated as "helpful" 
the following duties performed by the university supervisor: place­
ment and supervision of interns, forty-four or 59 percent; organization 
of the program to meet the needs of interns and the sponsoring school 
district, forty-three or 58 percent; evaluation of the field experience 
program, forty-two or 57 percent; evaluation of the professional 
growth of the intern, forty-one or 55 percent; coordination of the 
program between the university and the sponsoring school district, 
forty-one or 55 percent; provision of opportunities to integrate 
theory with practice, thirty-nine or 53 percent; and appraising the 
suitability of the sponsoring school administrator or supervisor, 
thirty-eight or 51 percent. Also rated high as "helpful" but not by 
a majority of the interns was the following objective: provision of
university resources to the sponsoring administrator and supervisor,
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thirty-four or 46 percent. Other duties of the university supervisor 
listed by interns as "helpful" included setting up of intern site and 
purposely staying away.
Rated as "moderately helpful" by less than a majority of 
university supervisors were the following duties performed by the 
university supervisor: formal instruction of intern during experience,
five or 38 percent; evaluation of the professional growth of the 
intern, four or 31 percent; provision of opportunities to integrate 
theory with practice, four or 31 percent; revision of policies and 
procedures pertaining to the internship, four or 31 percent; and 
appraising the suitability of the sponsoring school administrator or 
supervisor, three or 23 percent. Less than a majority of sponsoring 
practitioners rated as "moderately helpful" the following duties 
performed by the university supervisor: provision of university
resources to the sponsoring administrator and supervisor, eleven 
or 48 percent; formal instruction of intern during experience, eight 
or 35 percent; organization of the program to meet the needs of 
interns and the sponsoring school district, seven or 30 percent; 
placement and supervision of interns, seven or 30 percent; appraising 
the suitability of the sponsoring school administrator or supervisor, 
seven or 30 percent; coordination of the program between the university 
and the sponsoring school district, seven or 30 percent; provision of 
opportunities to integrate theory with practice, seven or 30 percent; 
revision of policies and procedures pertaining to the internship, 
seven or 30 percent; evaluation of the professional growth of the 
intern, six or 26 percent; and evaluation of the field experience
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program, six or 26 percent. Less than a majority of the interns 
rated as "moderately helpful" the following duties performed by the 
university supervisor; formal instruction of intern during experience, 
twenty-eight or 38 percent; revision of policies and procedures 
pertaining to the internship, twenty-eight or 38 percent; provision 
of opportunity to integrate theory with practice, twenty-six or 35 
percent; provision of university resources to the sponsoring adminis­
trator and supervisor, twenty-four or 32 percent; coordination of the 
program between the university and the sponsoring school district, 
twenty-two or 30 percent; appraising the suitability of the sponsoring 
school administrator or supervisor, twenty-one or 28 percent; 
organization of the program to meet the needs of interns and the 
sponsoring school district, twenty-one or 28 percent; evaluation of 
the field experience program, twenty-one or 28 percent; evaluation of 
the professional growth of the intern, twenty or 27 percent; and 
placement and supervision of interns, twenty or 27 percent.
Rated by a small number of university supervisors as being 
"of little help" were the following duties they performed; formal 
instruction of intern during experience, three or 23 percent; appraising 
the suitability of the sponsoring school administrator or supervisor, 
two or 15 percent; provision of university resources to the sponsoring 
administrator and supervisor, two or 15 percent; and revision of 
policies and procedures pertaining to the internship, one or 8  percent.
A small number of sponsoring practitioners rated as "of little help" 
the following duties performed by the university supervisor; provision 
of university resources to the sponsoring administrator and supervisor,
five or 2 2  percent; formal instruction of intern during experience, 
five or 2 2  percent; revision of policies and procedures pertaining 
to the internship, three or 13 percent; provision of opportunities 
to integrate theory with practice, two of 9 percent; organization 
of the program to meet the needs of interns and the sponsoring school 
district, one or 4 percent; and placement and supervision of interns, 
one or 4 percent. Rated by a small number of interns as being "of 
little help" were the following duties performed by university 
supervisors: revision of policies and procedures pertaining to the
internship, nineteen or 26 percent; formal instruction of intern 
during experiences, nineteen or 26 percent; appraising the suitability 
of the sponsoring school administrator or supervisor, thirteen or 18 
percent; provision of university resources to the sponsoring adminis­
trator and supervisor, thirteen or 18 percent; evaluation of the 
professional growth of the intern, eleven or 15 percent; evaluation 
of the field experience program, nine or 1 2  percent; coordination 
of the program between the university and the sponsoring school 
district, nine or 1 2  percent; organization of the program to meet 
the needs of interns and the sponsoring school district, eight or 
11 percent; placement and supervision of interns, seven or 9 percent; 
and provision of opportunities to integrate theory with practice, 
seven or 9 percent.
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EVALUATION OF PERFORMANCE OF DUTIES BY THE SPONSORING 
SCHOOL SYSTEM OR STATE DEPARTMENT 
ADMINISTRATOR OR SUPERVISOR
Each of the three groups of respondents was requested to 
evaluate the performance of duties by the sponsoring school system 
or state department administrator or supervisor. Eight major duties 
were identified for evaluation. The duties were maintenance of 
relationship with the university; direct supervision of intern; 
assignment of duties to interns; provision of opportunities to 
integrate theory with practice; coordination of the intern's schedule; 
evaluation of the professional growth of the intern; evaluation of the 
effectiveness of the intern; and evaluation of the field experience 
program. Respondents were requested to indicate their evaluation of 
duties by checking appropriate responses--"very helpful," "moderately 
helpful," or "of little help"--beside each item. The number and 
percent of university supervisors, sponsoring practitioners, and 
interns who evaluated the performance of selected duties by the 
sponsoring school system or state department administrator or 
supervisor are reported in Table 34.
The majority of university supervisors rated as "very helpful" 
the performance of the following duties by the sponsoring school 
system or state department administrator or supervisor: maintenance
of relationships with the university, eleven or 85 percent; assignment 
of duties to interns, eleven or 85 percent; direct supervision of 
intern, ten or 77 percent; and coordination of the intern's schedule, 
eight or 62 percent. Rated as "very helpful" by six, or 46 percent, 
of the university supervisors were the following duties performed by
Table 34
Evaluation of the performance of Duties by the Sponsoring School System or the 
State Department Administrator or Supervisor as Indicated by University 
Supervisors, Sponsoring Practitioners, and Interns
Duties of the 
Sponsoring Administrator 
or Supervisor
Very Helpful Moderately Helpful
University
Supervisor
Sponsoring
Practitioner Intern
University
Supervisor
Sponsoring
Practitioner Intern
No. % No. % No. 7o No. % No. % No. %
1. Maintenance of relation­
ships with the 
university 11 85 13 57 32 43 _ _ 7 30 27 36
2. Direct supervision of 
intern 10 77 18 78 39 53 -- -- 4 17 19 26
3. Assignment of duties 
to interns 11 85 15 65 37 50 -- 8 35 27 36
4. Provision of oppor­
tunities to integrate 
theory with practice 6 46 17 74 42 47 4 31 6 26 21 28
5. Coordination of the 
intern's schedule 8 62 14 61 38 51 3 23 8 35 21 28
6. Evaluation of the 
professional growth 
of the intern 6 46 10 43 25 34 3 23 10 43 24 32
Table 34 (continued)
Duties of the 
Sponsoring Administrator 
or Supervisor
Of Little Help
University
SuDervisor
Sponsoring
Practitioner Intern
No. % No. % No. %
1. Maintenance of
relationships with 
the university _ _ 3 13 11 15
2. Direct supervision 
of intern 1 8 1 4 13 18
3. Assignment of duties 
to interns - - -- -- -- 6 8
4. Provision of oppor­
tunities to integrate 
theory with practice 1 8 _ _ 5 7
5. Coordination of the 
intern's schedule -- — - -- 11 15
6. Evaluation of the 
professional growth 
of the intern 2 15 2 9 22 30
Table 34 (continued)
Duties of the Very Helpful Moderately Helpful
Sponsoring Administrator 
or Supervisor
University
Supervisor
Sponsoring
Practitioner Intern
University
Supervisor
Sponsoring
Practitioner Intern
No. % No. % No. % No. 7o No. % No. %
7. Evaluation of the 
effectiveness of the 
intern 6 46 14 61 28 38 3 23 5 22 24 32
8. Evaluation of the 
field experience 
program 6 46 10 43 28 38 5 38 10 43 20 27
9. Other
Table 34 (continued)
Duties of the 
Sponsoring Administrator 
or Supervisor
Of Little Help
University
Supervisor
Sponsoring
Practitioner Intern
No. % No. % No. %
7. Evaluation of the 
effectiveness of the 
intern 2 15 3 13 17 23
8. Evaluation of the 
field experience 
program _ _ __ 2 9 20 27
9. Other — —
the sponsoring school system or state department administrator or 
supervisor: provision of opportunities to integrate theory with
practice; evaluation of the professional growth of the intern; 
evaluation of the effectiveness of the intern; and evaluation of the 
field experience program. Agreeing very closely with university 
supervisors, the following duties performed by the sponsoring school 
system or state department administrator or supervisor were rated as 
"very helpful" by the majority of sponsoring practitioners: direct
supervision of intern, eighteen or 78 percent; provision of oppor­
tunities to integrate theory with practice, seventeen or 74 percent; 
assignment of duties to interns, fifteen or 65 percent; coordination 
of the intern's schedule, fourteen or 61 percent; evaluation of the 
effectiveness of the intern, fourteen or 61 percent; and maintenance 
of relationships with the university, thirteen or 57 percent. Rated 
as "very helpful" by ten, or 43 percent, of the sponsoring prac­
titioners were the following duties performed by the sponsoring school 
system or state department administrator or supervisor: evaluation
of the professional growth of the intern and evaluation of the field 
experience program. Agreeing very closely with university supervisors 
and sponsoring practitioners, the following duties performed by the 
sponsoring school system or state department administrator or 
supervisor were rated by the majority of interns as "very helpful": 
provision of opportunities to integrate theory with.practice, forty- 
two or 57 percent; direct supervision of intern, thirty-nine or 
53 percent; coordination of the intern's schedule, thirty-eight or 
51 percent; and assignment of duties to interns, thirty-seven or
50 percent. Rated as "very helpful" by slightly less than a majority 
of the interns were the following duties performed by the sponsoring 
school system or state department administrator or supervisor: 
maintenance of relationships with the university, thirty-two or 43 
percent; evaluation of the effectiveness of the intern, twenty-eight 
or 38 percent; evaluation of the field experience program, twenty- 
eight or 38 percent; and evaluation of the professional growth of 
the intern, twenty-five or 34 percent.
University supervisors rated as "moderately helpful" the 
following duties performed by the sponsoring school system or state 
department administrator or supervisor: evaluation of the field
experience program, five or 38 percent; provision of opportunities 
to integrate theory with practice, four or 31 percent; coordination 
of the intern's schedule, three or 23 percent; evaluation of the 
professional growth of the intern, three or 23 percent; and evaluation 
of the effectiveness of the intern, three or 23 percent. Rated by 
sponsoring practitioners as "moderately helpful" were the following 
duties performed by the sponsoring school system or state department 
administrator or supervisor: evaluation of the professional growth
of the intern, ten or 43 percent; evaluation of the field experience 
program, ten or 43 percent; assignment of duties to interns, eight or 
35 percent; coordination of the intern's schedule, eight or 35 percent 
maintenance of relationship with the university, seven or 30 percent; 
provision of opportunities to integrate theory with practice, six or 
26 percent; and direct supervision of intern, four or 17 percent.
Less than a majority of interns rated as "moderately helpful" the
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following duties performed by the sponsoring school system or state 
department administrator or supervisor: maintenance of relationships
with the university, twenty-seven or 36 percent; assignment of duties 
to interns, twenty-seven or 36 percent; evaluation of the professional 
growth of the intern, twenty-four or 32 percent; provision of oppor­
tunities to integrate theory with practice, twenty-one or 28 percent;
coordination of the intern's schedule, twenty-one or 28 percent; 
evaluation of the field experience program, twenty or 27 percent; and 
direct supervision of intern, nineteen or 26 percent. Interns and 
sponsoring practitioners were in agreement in rating as "moderately 
helpful" duties performed by the sponsoring school district or state 
department administrator or supervisor.
A very small number of university supervisors rated four 
duties performed by the sponsoring school system or state department 
administrator or supervisor as being "of little help." Included were
the following duties: evaluation of the professional growth of the
intern, two or 15 percent; evaluation of the effectiveness of the 
intern, two or 15 percent; direct supervision of interns, one or 8 
percent; and provision of opportunities to integrate theory with 
practice, one or 8 percent. Only a few sponsoring practitioners 
rated as "of little help" five duties performed by the sponsoring 
school system or state department administrator or supervisor.
Rated "of little help" by the sponsoring practitioner were the 
following: maintenance of relationships with the university, three
or 13 percent; evaluation of the effectiveness of the intern, three 
or 13 percent; evaluation of the field experience program, two or 9
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percent; evaluation of the professional growth of the intern, two or 
9 percent; and direct supervision of intern, one or 4 percent.
Reported by a small number of interns as "of little help" were the 
following duties performed by the sponsoring school system or state 
department administrator or supervisor: evaluation of the professional
growth of the intern, twenty-two or 30 percent; evaluation of the 
field experience program, twenty or 28 percent; direct supervision of 
intern, thirteen or 18 percent; maintenance of relationships with the 
university, eleven or 15 percent; coordination of the intern's 
schedule, eleven or 15 percent; assignment of duties to interns, six 
or 8 percent; and provision of opportunities to integrate theory with 
practice, five or 7 percent.
EVALUATION OF SELECTED OUTCOMES OF FIELD EXPERIENCE 
PROGRAMS AS THEY RELATE TO THE INTERN
Each of the three groups of respondents was requested to 
evaluate selected outcomes of the field experience program as they 
relate to the intern. The selected outcomes included the following: 
better insight into administrative or supervisory roles; better 
comprehension of public relations; success in securing administrative 
or supervisor position; increase in salary; and increase in status. 
Respondents were asked to indicate for each of the outcomes if they 
were "most valuable," "moderately valuable," "somewhat valuable," or 
of "no value." The evaluation of the selected outcomes of field 
experience programs as they relate to the intern is shown in Table 35.
A majority of university supervisors, nine or 69 percent, 
rated only one outcome of the field experience programs as "most
Table 35
Importance of Outcomes of the Field Experience Program for the Intern as Indicated by 
University Supervisors, Sponsoring Practitioners, and Interns
Most. Valuable Moderately Valuable
Outcomes of the Field
Unive
Super
rsity
visor
- Sponsoring 
Practitioner Intern
University
Supervisorv
Sponsoring 
Practitioner Intern
Experience Program No. t No. % No. . 1 No. % No. % No. %
1. Better insight into 
administrative or 
supervisory roles 9 69 22 96 46 62 2 15 1 4 21 28
2. Better comprehension of 
public relations 4 31 17 74 37 50 4 31 5 22 25 34
3. Success in securing
administrative or super 
visory position 3 23 8 35 13 18 2 15 8 35 17 23
4. Increased salary -- -- 5 22 16 22 4 31 8 35 16 22
5. Increase in status -- -- 5 22 14 19 4 31 8 35 14 19
6. Other 2 3
Table 35 (continued)
Somewhat Valuable ... No Value
Outcomes of the Field
University Sponsoring 
Supervisor Practitioner Intern
University
Supervisor
Sponsoring 
Practitioner Intern
Experience Program No. % No. % No. 7o No. % No. 7, No. 7o
1. Better insight into 
administrative or 
supervisory roles 4 6
2. Better comprehension 
of public relations 2 15 1 4 8 11 2 3
3. Success in securing
administrative or super­
visory position 4 31 5 22 20 27 2 15 1 4 21 29
4. Increased salary 2 8 3 13 13 18 4 31 5 22 25 34
5. Increase in status 3 23 4 17 19 26 1 8 4 17 23 31
6. Other
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valuable" to the intern. One outcome, rated as "most valuable," was 
better insight into administrative or supervisory roles. Two other 
outcomes rated by a small number of university supervisors as "most 
valuable" were better comprehension of public relations, four or 
31 percent; and success in securing administrative or supervisory 
position, three or 23 percent. One university supervisor indicated 
that it was too early to know about the outcomes since they had only 
recently begun the field experience program at that institution.
Agreeing closely with university supervisors, sponsoring practitioners 
rated the following outcomes of the field experience program as they 
relate to the intern as "most valuable": better insight into
administrative or supervisory roles, twenty-two or 96 percent; and
better comprehension of public relations, seventeen or 74 percent,|
Rated as "most valuable" by a smaller number of sponsoring prac­
titioners were the following outcomes: success in securing
administrative or supervisory position, eight or 35 percent; increase 
in salary, five or 22 percent, and increase in status, five or 22 
percent. Interns agreed closely with university supervisors and 
sponsoring practitioners and as a majority rated as "most valuable" 
the following outcomes of a field experience program as they relate 
to the intern: better insight into administrative or supervisory
roles, forty-six or 62 percent; and better comprehension of public 
relations, thirty-seven or 50 percent. Rated as "most valuable" 
by a smaller number of interns were the subsequent outcomes: 
increase in salary, sixteen or 22 percent; increase in status, 
fourteen or 19 percent; and success in securing administrative or
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supervisory position, thirteen or 18 percent. Other outcomes listed 
by interns as "most valuable" included a wide knowledge of people and 
educational practices in other areas of the country.
Rated as "moderately valuable" by a small number of university 
supervisors were the following outcomes as they relate to the field 
experience of the intern: better comprehension of public relations,
four or 31 percent; increase in salary, four or 31 percent; increase 
in status, four or 31 percent; better insight into administration or 
supervisory roles, two or 15 percent; and success in securing adminis­
trative or supervisory position, two or 15 percent. A small number 
of sponsoring practitioners agreeing with university supervisors, 
rated as "moderately valuable" the following outcomes as they relate 
to the field experience program of the intern: success in securing
administrative or supervisory position, eight or 35 percent; increase 
in salary, eight or 35 percent; increase in status, eight or 35 
percent; better comprehension of public relations, five or 22 percent; 
and better insight into administrative or supervisory roles, one or 4 
percent. The response of interns was similar to the pattern establish­
ed by university supervisors and sponsoring practitioners as being 
"moderately valuable" on the following outcomes: better comprehension
of public relations, twenty-five or 34 percent; better insight into 
administrative or supervisory roles, twenty-one or 28 percent; success 
in securing administrative or supervisory position, seventeen or 23 
percent; increase in salary, sixteen or 22 percent; and increase in 
status, fourteen or 19 percent.
A small number of university supervisors rated as "somewhat 
valuable" the following outcomes of the field experience program as
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they relate to the intern: success in securing administrative or
supervisory position, four or 31 percent; increase in status, three 
or 23 percent; better comprehension of public relations, two or 15 
percent; and increase in salary, one or 8 percent. Agreeing closely 
with university supervisors, a small number of sponsoring practitioners 
rated as "somewhat valuable" the following outcomes as they relate to 
the field experience program of the intern: success in securing
administrative or supervisory position, five or 22 percent; increase 
in status, four or 17 percent; increase in salary, three or 13 percent; 
and better comprehension of public relations, one or 4 percent. A 
small number of interns agreed closely with the two other groups of 
respondents on the following outcomes of the field experience program 
as they relate to the intern as being "somewhat valuable": success
in securing administrative or supervisory position, twenty or 27 
percent; increase in status, nineteen or 26 percent; increase in 
salary, thirteen or 18 percent; better comprehension of public re­
lations, eight or 11 percent; and better insight into administrative 
or supervisory roles, four or 6 percent.
A small number of university supervisors rated three outcomes 
of the field experience program as they relate to the intern as being 
of "no value." Rated as "no value" were the following: increase in
salary, four or 31 percent; success in securing administrative or 
supervisory position, two or 15 percent; and increase in status, 
one or 8 percent. Sponsoring practitioners rated as "ho value" 
the same three outcomes indicated by university supervisors. Rated 
"no value" were the following: increase in salary, five or 22 percent;
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increase in status, four or 17 percent; and success in securing 
administrative or supervisory position, one or 4 percent. Rated 
by a small number of interns as of "no value" were the following 
outcomes as they relate to the field experience program of the intern; 
increase in salary, twenty-five or 34 percent; increase in status, 
twenty-three or 31 percent; success in securing administrative or 
supervisory position, twenty-one or 29 percent; and better compre­
hension of public relations, two or 3 percent.
INTERN PERSONAL INFORMATION
While fifty-nine interns, or 79.73 percent, were male, 
fifteen, or 20.28 percent, were female. A total of sixty interns, 
or 81.08 percent, were Caucasian and fourteen, or 18.92 percent, were
i
Negroid. Sixty-three, or 85.14 percent, of the interns were married;
ten, or 13.51 percent, were single; and one, or 1.35 percent, was
divorced. The average age of interns was thirty-six. Forty-nine, or
66.22 percent, had children and the average number of children was
$
2.22. Eight, or 10.81 percent, interns had the field experience 
during the 1971-1972 school year. Seventeen, or 22.97 percent, 
of the interns had the field experience during the 1972-1973 school 
year, and forty-nine, or 66.22 percent, had the experience during the 
1973-1974 school year. The average number of years prior teaching 
experience was eight. The average number of years administrative or 
supervisory experience prior to the internship was six and a half. 
Thirty-four, or 45.95 percent, of the interns indicated that prior 
teaching experience was a requirement for entrance into their doctoral
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program; thirty, or 40.54 percent, said that it was not, and ten, 
or 13.51 percent, did not respond to this item in the questionnaire.
Of those interns reporting that prior teaching experience was a 
requirement for entrance into their doctoral program, the average 
number of required years was two and a half. This information is 
shown in Table 36.
In listing their present position interns named the following: 
doctoral student, thirty-nine; principal or assistant, fourteen; 
superintendent or assistant, seven; graduate instructor, two; 
assistant professor of education, one; Associate Dean of Instruction 
in evening college, one; State Department, one; middle school teacher, 
one; budget director, one; Director of Title III, one; Federal Program 
Director, one; and Director of Pupil Personnel, one.
In specifying what type of administrative or supervisory 
experience they had had prior to the internship, interns named the 
following: principalship, superintendency, supervisor, in-service
training specialist, director of career education, assistant principal, 
assistant superintendent, counselor, U. S. Army Officer, district 
testing and evaluation coordinator, member of school board of education, 
director of federal programs, and director of special programs in the 
Department of Education.
Table 36
Information as Reported by Interns
Year of 
Experience
Was Prior
Teaching Experienc€ 
Reauired?
Sex Race Marital Status 1971- 1972- 1973- No
M F C N M S D 1972 1973 1974 Yes No Resp.
Number 59 15 60 14 63 10 1 8 17 49 34 30 10
Percent 79.72 20.28 81.08 18.92 85.14 13.51 1.35 10.81 22.97 66.23 45.95 40.34 13.51
Legend: M - Male
F - Female 
C - Caucasian 
N - Negroid 
M - Married 
S - Single 
D - Divorced
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INTERN EVALUATION
Each intern was instructed to indicate how his field experience was 
evaluated. The four methods of evaluation were university professors 
only; supervising practitioner; university supervisor and practitioner 
jointly; intern, university supervisor, and supervising practitioner. 
Of the seventy-four interns, twenty, or 27.03 percent, marked 
university supervisor only; no one checked supervising practitioner; 
eighteen, or 24.32 percent, indicated university supervisor and 
supervising practitioner jointly; thirty, or 40.54 percent, answered 
intern, university’supervisor and supervising practitioner; one intern 
did not know; and five, or 6.76 percent, did not respond to this 
question. Table 37 shows who evaluated the field experience as 
reported by the intern.
Table 37
Who Evaluated the Field Experience 
as Reported by the Intern
Response to Who Evaluated Intern
the Field Experience Number Percent
University supervisor only 20 27.03
Supervising practitioner 0 0
University supervisor and
supervising practitioner jointly 18 24.32
Intern, university supervisor and
supervising practitioner jointly 30 40.54
Other, not sure 1 1.35
No response 5 6.76
Total 74 100
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POSITION CHANGE FOR THE INTERN
Each intern was asked if he changed position (employment) 
after the field experience. Of the seventy-four responding interns, 
twenty-one, or 28.38 percent, answered in the affirmative and twenty- 
seven, or 36.49 percent, in the negative. Twenty interns, or 27.03 
percent, stated that they had not completed the program. Three interns, 
or 4,05 percent, reported that they definitely intended to change 
positions, and three did not respond to this question. This information 
is reported in Table 38.
Table 38
Change of Position After the Field Experience 
As Reported by the Intern
Response on 
Position Change Number
Intern
Percent
Yes 21 28,38
No 27 36.49
Other, not completed program 20 27.03
Intend to change 3 4,05
No response 3 4.05
Total 74 100
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INTERN SALARY INCREASE
Interns were asked if they received an increase in salary 
after the field experience. Of the seventy-four interns answering 
the questionnaire, twenty-one, or 28.38 percent, stated that they 
had an increase in salary after the experience and thirty-one, or 
41.89 percent, did not, A total of twenty, or 27.03 percent, 
reported that they had not finished the program, and two, or 2.70 
percent, did not respond to this item. This information is shown 
in Table 39.
A MOVE TO POSITION OF CHOICE BY INTERNS
Interns were asked iif it were easier to move into a position 
of their choice after the field experience. Of the seventy-four 
interns, sixteen, or 21.62 percent, reported that it was easier to 
move into a position of their choice after the field experience, 
and twenty-seven, or 36.49 percent, stated that it was not. A total 
of twenty-four interns, or 32.43 percent, indicated that they had not 
finished the program. One intern said that he did not seek a change 
of position, and six, or 8,11 percent, did not answer this item. This 
information is reported in Table 40.
ALTERATION OF THE CONTENT OR NATURE OF THE FIELD 
EXPERIENCE PROGRAM
All three groups of respondents were asked if the content or 
nature of the field experience program should be altered in any way 
and if so, how? A total of four university supervisors, or 30.77
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Table 39
Response From Interns Indicating Whether or Not They Received 
an Increase in Salary After the Field Experience
Response on Salary Increase 
After the Field Experience Number
Intern
Percent
Yes 21 28,38
No 31 41.89
Other, not completed program 20 27.03
No response 2 2.70
Total 74 100
Table 40
Response From Interns Indicating Whether or Not They Changed 
Positions After the Field Experience
taBsssmmBaammmBm/ammmm^sassmBmaaamassBa^meaBsaaBxmmmsaasmmaBBammmBSBaaamBaBagaaastmaB
Response on Position Change Intern
After the Field Experience Number Percent
Yes 16 21.62
No 27 36.49
Other, not completed program 24 32.43
No change requested 1 1.35
No response 6 8.11
Total 74 100
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percent, responded in the affirmative and five, or 38.46 percent, in 
the negative. Four did not reply to this question. Seven sponsoring 
practitioners, or 30.44 percent, said "yes," and twelve, or 52.17 
percent, said "no." Four, or 17.39 percent, did not respond to this 
question. Twenty-nine interns, or 39.19 percent, stated that the 
nature and content of the program should be changed, and thirty-if ive, 
or 47.30 percent, indicated that it should not. One intern was not 
sure, and nine, or 12.16 percent, did not respond to this question. 
This information is found in Table 41.
Typical comments madd by university supervisors who reported 
that the nature or content of the field experience program should be 
changed were the following:
Interns should become more actively involved in the 
decision-making process. A longer length of time should 
be spent in the internship. All internships should be 
financed. The content of the internship should not be 
highly structured.
Comments made by sponsoring practitioners who thought the 
content or nature of the field experience program should be changed 
included the following:
Interns should devote full time to the internship. The 
field experience program should be longer and run concurrently 
with the school year. Interns should spend more time in the 
school. The program should be flexible to allow for the 
strengths and weaknesses of interns. Some interns should 
devote more time to the everyday happenings of the school 
program.
Comments made by interns who thought the nature or content of 
the field experience program should be changed included the following:
More direct on-the-job supervision by the university 
supervisor is needed. The program should be more highly 
structured with complete understanding of expectations.
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Table 41
Response From University Supervisors, Sponsoring Practitioners, 
and Interns Indicating Whether or Not the Nature and Content 
of the Field Experience Program Should be Altered
Response
Respondents
University 
Supervisor 
Number Percent
Sponsoring 
Practitioner 
Number Percent
Intern 
Number Percent
Yes 4 30.77 7 30.44 29 39.19
No 5 38.46 12 52.17 35 47.30
No response 4 30.77 4 17.39 9 12.16
Not sure 1 1.35
Total 13 100 23 100 74 100
The internship should be for a longer length of time.
More student group sessions are needed for interns to 
share concerns and ideas. No classes on campus should be 
scheduled for interns during the field experience. In some 
instances, a better selection of participating school systems 
is needed. An intern should be given greater opportunity to 
determine his activities. Better assessment of the student's 
needs before placement is needed. There should be more intern 
guidance in his areas of weakness. In some instances, better 
university school district cooperation is needed. Interns 
should be given greater opportunity for total involvement in 
learning experiences during the internship. In the beginning 
of the field experience, establish objectives agreeable to 
both the university supervisor and the supervising practitioner. 
All interns should be provided with some source of financial 
assistance. Interns need to become more involved in planning 
the field experience program. More intern individualization in 
the program is necessary for some students. In some instances, 
the quality of seminars should be improved. Interns ifr a field 
station should.work with more than one sponsoring practitioner.
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THE FIELD EXPERIENCE IN THE PROFESSIONAL
PREPARATION OF ADMINISTRATORS
AND SUPERVISORS
All three groups of respondents were asked, can administrators 
or supervisors be prepared just as well for their positions by uni­
versity courses without a field experience. Each respondent was 
requested to state a rationale beside his response. Only nine, or
69.23 percent, of the university supervisors reporting a field 
experience program answered this question. All nine responded nega­
tively. The rationales of university supervisors for this position 
included the following statements:
The internship is needed badly, particularly for doctoral 
students without actual administrative or supervisory experience 
in schools. The actual experience provides a deeper and more 
lasting effect than the classroom-oriented program. There needs 
to be an opportunity to relate classroom activities to actual 
school system operation. Successful administration is much 
more than theory and practice acquired at the university. The 
most critical component of the program might well be the 
person's ability to perform in problem situations in the field.
The field experience provides an opportunity for the integration 
of theory and practice as well as an opportunity to assess on- 
the-job competencies. Even interns with previous administrative 
or supervisory experience need to look at a different situation.
Two, or 8.69 percent, of the sponsoring practitioners indicated 
that administrators and supervisors could be prepared just as well for 
their position by university courses without having a field experience; 
and nineteen, or 82.61 percent, said they could not. Two did not 
respond to this question. Statements by sponsoring practitioners 
supporting the importance of the field experience included the 
following:
Hands-on experiences prove beneficial in bridging the gap 
between the theoretical and practical aspects of given situations. 
On-the-job training is essential to effective administration and
174
supervision. University courses provide ideas and procedures, 
but experiences must be provided in order to test them. Field 
experience is to administration and supervision what student 
teaching is to teacher training--both are absolutely necessary.
In responding to the question, can administrators or super­
visors be prepared just as well for their positions by university 
courses without a field experience? Four interns, or 5.40 percent, 
answered in the affirmative; sixty-three, or 85.14 percent, responded 
in the negative; two, or 2.70 percent, said maybe; and five, or 6.76 
percent did not respond. Interns made the following statements in 
defense of their responses:
Field experiences are meaningful and practical. Immediate 
application of theory is important. Field experiences blend 
theoretical concepts in real situations operation. Course 
work alone is isolated and not always coordinated into a 
complete operation-like field experience. Field experience 
provides the student an opportunity to receive first hand 
or on-the-job training in planned change in a school or 
school system. Classroom experiences cannot provide the 
opportunity to apply theory to practical 'real life' 
situations. Experience is obtained by doing. Placing of 
interns in the field puts them in contact with real adminis­
trative or supervisory problems. Practical experience will 
not only be realistic, but also longer lasting than course 
work, easier to recall and more useful. Without the field 
experience interns would not have a chance to determine if 
they can successfully apply theory learned in course work.
For some interns field experience is actually just a time 
consumer. The internship should be determined by the doctoral 
student's past experience and career aspiration and should be 
based on his needs. Theory provides multiple perspective for 
viewing problems and decision-making, but does not provide 
practical experience necessary for problem solving in real 
situations. One must have the actual administrative or 
supervisory experience before theory can become truly relevant.
If the field experience program is well-organized it can be 
very helpful; but if not, it is a waste of time. The field 
experience helps one to obtain a total picture of the entire 
operation of the school program. The true test of effectiveness 
of the field experience program is the behavior exhibited when 
theory is applied to practice. It is far better this gap 
between theory and practice is cemented properly under close 
supervision than improperly by trial and error on the first job 
without supervisory guidance. The field station experience
permits the intern to form judgments and evaluate decisions 
of others in a situation that is unbiased and for which he 
is not responsible. An understanding of the strategies of 
leadership can be developed during a field experience. An 
involvement of interns in the many steps of making a school 
district function successfully is a vital experience. The 
political interaction of many people of the school district 
requires on-the-job observation and involvement. The quality 
of the program is dependent on many factors including staff, 
course availability and facilities. The field experience for 
interns is comparable to student teaching for teachers in 
training. Experienced administrators and supervisors can also 
profit by exposure to new situations. An important aspect of 
any administrative decision is the uniqueness of the particular 
environment in which it is made. No university course can 
accurately simulate the multitude of personalities and factors 
that some decisions bring into play. In some cases courses 
would be more beneficial than the field experience if the 
student planned to be more of a specialist than a generalist.
The number and percent of responses from university super­
visors, supervising practitioners, and interns on the question, can 
administrators or supervisors be prepared just as well for their 
positions by university courses without a field experience? are 
shown in Table 42.
STRENGTHS OF THE FIELD EXPERIENCE PROGRAM
Each of the three groups of respondents was requested to 
enumerate the strengths of the field experience program. The 
following strengths were listed by university supervisors:
The field experience provides better insight into 
university roles. The program improves university school 
district relations. The field experience provides an 
opportunity to integrate theory with practice. Better 
relationships are developed between doctoral students, 
staff, and local students. The program is tailored to 
individual needs of the intern. An opportunity to work 
in the administration of a large school system is provided 
for some interns. The program provides for development of 
administrative understanding and knowledge. The field 
experience provides a realistic setting for learning. The 
internship is an excellent means of applying planning and 
administrative skills and behaviors. The program provides
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Table 42
Response From University Supervisors, Sponsoring Practitioners 
and Interns Indicating Whether Administrators or 
Supervisors Can Be Prepared Just as Well 
For Their Positions by University 
Courses Without a Field 
Experience
Response
Respondents
University 
Supervisor 
Number Percent
Sponsoring 
Practitioner 
Number Percent
Intern 
Number Percent
Yes 2 8.69 4 5.40
No 9 69.23 19 82.61 63 85.14
Maybe 2 2.70
No response 4 30.77 2 8.70 5 6.76
Total 13 100 23 100 74 100
school districts with additional personnel. The field 
experience offers the triad organization in competency- 
based laboratory program (Georgia State University).
Professional relations are improved. The program affords 
first-hand experience in a semi-sheltered environment plus 
time to reflect upon this with assistance from college and 
local school system personnel.
Sponsoring practitioners enumerated the following strengths 
of the field experience program:
The program improves State Department University relations. 
The program adds educational specialists to the staff. An 
opportunity is provided for interns to test ideas and to 
receive immediate feedback. The internship is helpful in 
providing firing-line experiences. The program provides on- 
the-job training and experience which makes university course 
work become more relevant. The internship gives doctoral 
students practical experience while they are studying rather 
than 'hearing' theory. The program offers valuable opportunities 
for university and field personnel for personal professional
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growth. The field experience provides a gradual transition 
from theory to practice. The program establishes or improves 
university school system relations. The field experience 
develops better administrators and supervisors. The field 
experience program helps school districts by making available 
people with expertise for which the budget could not provide.
The university supervisor allows public schools to assign 
tasks to the intern. The university supervisor gives the 
public school an input into the intern's evaluation.
Interns enumerated the strengths of the field experience 
program as follows:
The program affords interaction with doctoral students of 
various backgrounds from other states. The field experience 
presents a different perspective of educational administration. 
The program offers exposure to service agency problems. Good 
public relations are developed. The internship provides 
experiences which the student may not have had. An asset to 
the program is an effective supervising practitioner with whom 
to work. A positive and accepting attitude of all personnel 
toward interns is extremely important. A progressive school 
system having the support of the board of education and the 
community is a conducive place for an internship. New 
experiences are offered each day. There is a provision for 
flexibility in the assignment. Periodic conferences with 
supervising practitioners are an important element of the 
field experience. An opportunity is afforded to do research 
and to write federal program projects. The field experience 
offers an intern the opportunity to work with upper level 
district administrators and supervisors. The program offers 
observation and participation in activities which develop 
new skills and enhance old ones. The program offers a unique 
opportunity to participate in administrative activities of 
an urban school system. The field experience builds confidence 
of interns to deal with top level administrators and supervisors. 
The program allows the use of the scientific approach in the 
decision-making process. The field program offers a preparatory 
preview of an administrative career that no other experience 
can provide, practical instruction is provided. An intern 
receives a first-hand view of school system management. Some 
financial assistance is given during the field experience. The 
triad arrangement is very meaningful and helpful to the intern 
(Georgia State University). An opportunity is provided the 
intern to identify and to develop change projects based on 
actual school needs. Workshops administered by experts in 
various fields of education are offered for intern participation. 
Contact is made with college professors almost any time a member 
of the program wishes to consult them. The field experience 
offers an intern the opportunity for professional growth and to 
work with practicing educators. The internship offers the student
an opportunity to observe various schools and situations.
A vital aspect of the field experience is the interaction 
with fellow interns on-the-job and after work hours. The 
field experience gives the intern a chance to combine theory 
with reality, to develop skills and competencies, and to 
learn from excellent professionals. The program offers a 
broad exposure of activities with numerous disciplines 
included. The field experience gives the intern exposure 
to well-qualified speakers in the area of school adminis­
tration and supervision. An intern has time to pursue his 
own interest to a considerable depth. Federal grant !(EPDA) 
money helps an intern to defray expenses. The intern is 
offered experience and responsibility in thei area of his 
choice. Contacts are made with professionals within the 
state. Credit hours are received for the field experience. 
An intern has freedom to establish his own time table.
WEAKNESSES OF THE FIELD EXPERIENCE PROGRAM
The three groups of respondents were requested to list the 
weaknesses of the field experience program. University supervisors 
enumerated the following weaknesses:
There is a lack of adequate university supervision of 
interns during the field experience. Too few scholarships 
are available for doctoral students. The program needs 
better coordination from the university department of 
education. The program should be coordinated by one 
university professor instead of several. Too little 
contact is made by the university with the sponsoring 
agency (school system) during the year. The time is 
too limited for meaningful involvement of interns.
The field experience is more complex to plan and 
manage than traditional on-campus programs. There is 
an inflexibility of course requirements during the 
field experience. The time is limited for interns to 
become involved in inter-system relations. The experience 
is not required of all doctoral students. It is not 
appropriate for a superintendent to intern with another 
superintendent. The internship is extremely expensive 
from the standpoint of budget and time.
Supervising practitioners listed the following weaknesses
of the field experience program:
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Some internships are set up for an inappropriate period 
of time. Funds are needed to finance expenses of interns.
Course work should not be taken while interning. More 
frequent contact is needed between the university supervisor 
and the sponsoring practitioner. An intern who has been an 
administrator for several years sometimes experiences difficulty 
in adapting to a complimentary role. There is not enough 
coordination with the university. Local administrators and 
supervisors are often too busy to provide adequate supervision 
and instruction. At times, there is a lack of communication 
among the university supervisor, school system personnel and 
the participant concerning goals. Many times course work is 
not relevant. Too much paper work is given the intern. The 
intern does not feel as much a part of the school system as 
a regular employee. Sometimes there is a failure to allow 
enough time for an on-the-job experience for the intern.
Interns enumerated the following weaknesses of the field 
experience program:
The program is not responsive to interns' perceived needs.
There is a lack of supervision on a daily basis. There is a 
need for a better planned program with more university super­
vision. School administrators sometimes are very poor examples 
from whom to learn. Most often one learns what not to do 
instead of what to do. Taking courses on campus simultaneous 
to the field experience necessitates a division of time and 
energy. Spring quarter is not the best time for an intern to 
begin the experience. There is an over abundance of observations 
rather than intern participation in well-planned activities or 
experiences. More guidance is needed in integrating theory and 
practice. No money is available for trips and other expenses.
There are a limited number of seminars. The program is weakened 
by a lack of flexibility on the part of the university and the 
professors. There is too much emphasis on theory in isolation.
Some university professors experience difficulty in integrating 
course work with field experience in a meaningful way. Living 
so far away from one's family is a disadvantage. Sometimes there 
is a lag of time when the administrator is too busy to work with 
interns or give instruction for the next assignment. After interns 
have looked carefully and had experiences in one area, they should 
go to another area to work. The implementation of the new program 
has been very poor. Finding decent temporary lodging sometimes 
presents a problem. Interns should have better coordination in 
securing living quarters. There is too heavy a reliance on 
traditional university structure. Some weaknesses are experienced 
in planning seminars. Interns should be included in the evaluation 
of their experiences. A better management of time is needed to 
accomplish all goals associated with the program, The objectives 
of the field experience program are not clearly stated. There 
is not enough interaction among interns outside their regular
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assignment. Interns should be included in planning sessions. 
Learning the role to assume can be a frustrating experience.
The orientation in the transition from practitioner to intern 
needs to be improved. The sponsoring agency (school system) 
could exhibit more leadership. Intern duties are not described 
in writing. For some interns, the program is too highly 
structured. Personnel in the school system appear to be some­
what threatened by interns. The school district has not made 
enough preparation for new interns. Some desired contacts 
were not made. There is a lack of planning caused by the late 
development of the program. Interns should not be placed in 
their home town where they have held previous administrative 
or supervisory positions. The program concentrates too much 
on one school district. A lack of total university school 
district cooperation was experienced during the internship.
Chapter 6
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
SUMMARY
The problem of this study was to identify, analyze, and evaluate 
four types of doctoral level field experiences: mono-based, dyad-based,
triad-based, and multi-based. The examination of field experience 
programs at the doctoral level was limited to those offered in all 
nineteen state-supported universities in twelve southeastern states of 
the United States which were members of the Southern Regional Council on 
Educational Administration (SRCEA). Excluded from consideration were 
programs offered by private universities or colleges in the Southeastern 
Region or by institutions in.other states except through the review of 
literature. Questionnaires were sent to: (1) each university director
or supervisor or an intern or field station during one of the academic 
years 1971-1972, 1972-1973, or 1973-1974; (2) each school administrator 
or supervisor who worked with doctoral interns in a field experience 
during the designated time period; and (3) each doctoral intern who had 
been in the program during one of the designated years. Interviews and 
conferences were held with numerous people involved in field experience 
programs and the findings were summarized in Chapter 4. Questionnaires 
were analyzed and results wefe presented in both tabular and narrative 
form in Chapter 5.
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On Site Visits and Interviews
Several contacts were made with university professors at the 
SRCEA Conference in Atlanta during November, 1973, regarding their 
field experience program for doctoral students in educational adminis­
tration and/or supervision. It was found that at the University of 
Tennessee in Knoxville a predominantly mono-based internship was 
assigned according to the need of the post graduate student as deter­
mined by his committee. This procedure was found to be fairly typical 
of the universities in the SRCEA area.
The University of Louisville provided a predominantly mono­
based internship for every candidate in educational administration and 
supervision unless he had an extensive amount of practical experience 
at the educational specialist level which could serve as a model for 
doctoral programs. Many graduates of this program transferred to the 
University of Kentucky's doctoral program in educational administration 
and supervision.
Externship programs at both the University of Louisville and the 
University of Kentucky were patterned after that of Michigan State 
University. Both universities attempted to assemble administrators and 
supervisors, who had completed an internship program, for two weekend 
retreats each semester. The format for the retreats was addressed to 
topics of interest to the externs.
The University of Florida operated a field station for doctoral 
students to give prospective administrators an opportunity to work as a 
group in a multi-based urban school center. Only two centers were in 
operation in November, 1973; one center was sponsored by the Duval
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County School System in Jacksonville and the other by the Dade County 
School System in Miami.
During November and December, 1973, this investigator visited 
an externship retreat held at Camp Leucon, Kentucky; interns in the 
dyad-based, triad-based program in Atlanta and a multi-based field 
station in Miami. The externship retreat concentrated on externs' 
concerns. The key to the success of the retreat was definitely extern 
invo lvement.
Twelve in-state practicing administrators in Metropolitan 
Atlanta schools were identified by their system, and twelve out-of- 
state people with behavioral science backgrounds were selected for 
enrollment in a doctoral program at Georgia State University. Students 
were paired as dyads to work as administrative teams either in a central 
office or a school in Metropolitan Atlanta. Four Georgia State 
University professors worked as coordinators of three dyads each. Under 
the Georgia State University concept this expanded team (including the 
coordinator) became a triad. The project was sponsored by an EPDA 
grant.
A facilitator (out-of-state intern) working with the Area One 
Superintendent of Schools in Atlanta was visited. This intern reported 
that he enrolled in the doctoral program at Georgia State University to 
gain an insight into the workings of administration in an urban area.
The evaluator of the program, a doctoral student at Georgia State 
University, reported that the program was competency-based, but basically 
it was unstructured.
Two interns were visited in an elementary school in Metropolitan 
Atlanta. One intern was a principal and the second was a facilitator.
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The two were paired as a dyad. The principal stated that he viewed the 
program as an opportunity to use available personnel from Georgia State 
and his facilitator to help him grow as an effective school adminis­
trator. The facilitator saw himself as a learning student and stated 
that he could not be taught in the classroom what he learned through 
on-the-job experience.
At the Miami multi-based field station, five doctoral fellows 
and one associate superintendent were interviewed. One advantage of 
this type field experience was the opportunity afforded doctoral fellows 
to live together and to interact with each other after work hours 
regarding experiences of the day. Dade County Florida's school system, 
the nation's sixth largest, experienced problems typical of any urban 
system. In the field station interns looked at a variety of adminis­
trative positions. A major strength of the program outlined by the 
doctoral fellows was the self-confidence gained by being able to sit 
down with the staff in conferences to see what transpires behind the 
scene in preparation for a board meeting.
Data From Questionnaires
Of the instruments submitted to nineteen state-supported 
universities in the SRCEA region, sixteen responses, or 84.21 percent, 
were returned. It was necessary, however, to eliminate a total of 
three questionnaires from university professors who specified that 
they did not currently have a field experience program at the doctoral 
level.
A total of 102 interns were sent questionnaires; of that number 
seventy-four, or 72.55 percent, responded. Thirty-one supervising
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practitioners were contacted. Of that number twenty-three, or 74.19 
percent, responded.
The first field experience program reported by the universities 
began in 1950, and the most recent one in 1974. The oldest program 
currently in operation began in 1960 and the most recent in 1974. The 
oldest doctoral program in educational administration and/or super­
vision began in 1929 and the most recent in 1974.
Field experience offered by universities. Thirteen of the 
sixteen SRCEA member universities offered a field experience in 
administration. Of that number, seven also offered a field experience 
in supervision. One university had plans to implement a field program 
in the fall of 1974.
Structure of the field experience program. The predominant 
format of the thirteen universities' field experience programs was 
mono-based. Ten of the thirteen field experience programs in educational 
administration were mono-based. Five of these institutions also offered 
mono-based field experience in supervision. While only one institution 
placed interns in dyad and triad settings and only three universities 
offered a multi-based experience, the total number of interns involved 
in the latter programs was greater than in the mono-based programs.
Twenty-five interns had participated in a mono-based program 
in administration, and ten had been in a mono-based program in super­
vision. Twenty-one interns had been in a combination dyad-triad-based 
program in educational administration. A total of twenty-four interns 
had participated in a multi-based program in administration, and three 
had taken part in a multi-based program in supervision. Four universities
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reported the operation of a "field station" vfaere interns were offered 
multi-based team experiences.
Universities and interns reporting with whom the field 
experience was done. Seven universities reported that some of their 
doctoral students had a field experience with the State Department of 
Education. Sixty-five interns had a field experience with a school 
system, and six interns reported the experience with the State 
Department. Six interns reported the experience with such organizations 
as a cooperative agency, the Southern Association for School 
Accreditation or the State Legislature. Some interns worked with more 
than one agency.
Areas of educational experiences available for interns. 
University supervisors of internships indicated the provision of the 
following experiences: supervisory, superintendency or assistant,
elementary principal, middle school or junior high school principal, 
senior high principal, and State Department of Education. Other areas 
included consulting and developing the long-range programs, Regional 
Education Service Agency, Tennessee Valley Authority, and the United 
States Office of Education. When interns indicated the experiences in 
which they participated, the following were reported: six in the
State Department; ten in central office with supervisor; nineteen with 
a superintendent; twenty with an assistant superintendent; seventeen 
with an elementary principal; two with a middle school principal; six 
with a junior high principal; and ten with a high school principal.
Other sponsoring organizations reported by interns were the following: 
Southern Association for School Accreditation, Director of Federal
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Programs, Urban Education Center, and a cooperative agency. A few 
interns reported experience with more than one sponsoring practitioner.
The externship. Four universities reported having an extern­
ship program, and two universities were considering initiating one. Only 
six former interns reported being involved in an externship program 
sponsored by their university, and two in externships sponsored by 
another institution.
Planning the field experience program. Twelve of the uni­
versities having a doctoral level field experience program reported 
that the responsibility for planning lay jointly with the university and 
the school district. A total of forty-nine interns reported an involve­
ment in the planning of their program and activities. Nineteen of the 
twenty-three sponsoring practitioners reported an involvement in the 
planning of learning experiences for the intern.
Academic credit. Of the thirteen universities having a field 
experience program, one did not give academic credit; and one allowed 
an unlimited amount of credit. In indicating the amount of credit 
received for the field experience, the total maximum quarter hours 
reported by the greatest number of interns was fifteen-twenty, while the 
total maximum semester hours reported by the largest number of interns 
was below twelve.
Seminars. Nine universities reported that periodically 
seminars were conducted for interns. Fifty-one interns stated that 
periodic seminars were held, and nineteen sponsoring practitioners 
indicated that seminars were conducted periodically. The reported
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times for holding seminars were weekly, bi-weekly, monthly, every two 
months, and as needed. The following people usually conducted the 
seminars: university officials, local school officials, college
coordinator, local school supervisor, person responsible for area of 
concentration and outside speakers.
Degree awarded. Ten universities reported offering the Ed.D. 
degree and five the Ph.D. Of the latter number, one university offered 
the Ph.D. only and four offered both degrees. A total of nineteen 
interns had already received the Ed.D. degree, but no interns had 
received the Ph.D. degree. Twenty-nine interns were to receive the 
Ed.D. degree and twenty-six, the Ph.D. degree at the completion of 
their doctoral program.
Time spent each week in the field experience. Of the seventy- 
four responding interns, four reported working a half day each week; 
three, one day; eight, two days; thirteen, three days; five, four days; 
and thirty-eight, five days. Another work arrangement for three interns 
was sixteen hours a week. According to reports from the sponsoring 
practitioners, the three-day work week was most prevalent for interns.
Sources of information regarding the field experience and reasons 
for participating. Interns reported learning about the field experience 
through the following sources: three, university catalog; twenty-nine,
university staff; two, former interns; three, professional literature; 
thirteen, school administrators and supervisors; and sixteen, other 
sources. Interns gave the following reasons for participation in a 
field experience; thirty-six, required by the university; two, required 
by the State Department for certification; sixteen, elected by the
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student with special interest; fourteen, recommended by doctoral 
committee; and fourteen gave other reasons which included (1 ) required 
for participation in the EFDA program, (2) required as part of fellow­
ship program, (3) recommended by former interns or former superin­
tendent, and (4) afforded an opportunity to earn both money and an 
advanced degree.
Length of field experience. In reporting the actual length of 
the intern field experience, the greatest number of universities 
indicated one quarter, one semester, or two semesters. University 
directors gave the highest rating to the following as ideal time lengths 
for the field experience: one year or two semesters. The most prevalent
actual lengths for the field experience as reported by supervising 
practitioners were one full year and one quarter. In comparison, 
sponsoring practitioners gave the highest rating as ideal time lengths 
of the field experience as one full year and one semester. The most 
prevalent lengths of the field experience as reported by interns were 
one full year, one quarter, three quarters, and two semesters. The two 
time lengths rated most desirable by interns were one full year and one 
quarter.
Placement of the field experience in the preparation program.
In responding to the question regarding the ideal placement of the field 
experience, the greatest number of university directors stated that it 
should occur as convenient. The highest number of sponsoring practitioners 
stated that the field experience came in the latter part of the intern's 
program. A relatively high percentage of sponsoring practitioners thought 
the ideal placement of the field experience should be according to the
190
student’s need. The highest number of interns reported both the actual 
placement and the ideal placement of the field experience to be either 
in the early or latter part of the program.
Remuneration during the field experience. The majority of 
university directors indicated that some of their doctoral interns 
received remuneration during their field experience. A total of fifty- 
six interns reported receiving remuneration during their field experience. 
Only one sponsoring practitioner reported receiving remuneration during 
the interns' experience. The amount reported was tuition-free courses 
for his staff.
Who pays for the experience? Three university directors and 
fifty-two interns reported that federal funds such as an EPDA grant 
were given students for the field experience. The grants ranged from a 
low of $1,000 to a high of $14,000 per intern. Nine university 
directors and eighteen interns reported that the local school helped to 
remunerate the intern. Salaries paid to interns by the local school 
system ranged from $1,000 to $8,000. Three university directors and 
seven interns reported that university fellowships were granted for the 
field experience.
Requirement of a doctoral field experience. Five university 
directors reported that a field experience was required by that 
institution for doctoral candidates. Only one university reported 
that the field experience was required by the State Department for 
certification. The percent of doctoral students participating in a 
field experience as reported by university directors ranged from almost 
nil to as high as 75 percent.
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Areas of administrative and/or supervisory experiences provided 
for interns. From fifteen selective areas of administrative or super­
visory learning experiences in which interns participated, the ones most 
frequently reported by university supervisors were curriculum, personnel, 
plant operation, and business management. The areas of greatest 
participation, as reported by interns, included school-community 
relations, instruction, supervision, curriculum, and personnel. The 
highest area of intern involvement, as reported by sponsoring prac­
titioners, were curriculum, instruction, personnel, pupil services, and 
supervision. Other areas of experience included Southern Association 
evaluation teams, auxiliary agencies, finance and budget, school plant 
construction, plant operation, maintenance, and transportation.
Total number of doctoral students participating in the field 
experience. The twenty-three sponsoring practitioners reported working 
with a total of eighty-seven interns since September, 1971. Sixty-five 
of the interns were in administration, and twenty-two were in super­
vision.
University directors reported a total of sixty-five interns 
enrolled in a field experience program in 1971-1972. Seventy interns 
participated in 1972-1973, and eighty-six were enrolled in 1973-1974 for 
a total of 2 2 1 .
Importance given to selected objectives of field experience 
program. The three groups of respondents rated the importance of ten 
selected objectives of the field experience program. Rated of "major 
importance" by the majority of all three groups of respondents were the 
following four objectives: (1 ) to develop a comprehensive view of
educational administration and/or supervision; (2) to develop better 
administrators or supervisors through actual practice than could be
developed totally by course work; (3) to enable interns to benefit
from lessons learned from sponsoring school systems during their field 
experiences; and (4) to assist the student to make a gradual transition 
from theory to practice under supervision. A majority of both 
university supervisors and interns rated the following objective as 
"major importance": to stimulate interaction between the university
and the school districts in the area.
Evaluation of selected forms of intern orientation. From five 
selected forms of intern orientation, a majority of all three groups of
respondents rated as "very helpful" the following two: conferences with
local administrators and/or supervisors and conferences with the 
university supervisor. The majority of supervising practitioners also 
rated two other objectives as "very helpful." These objectives were 
acquaintance with school district policies and tours of local schools.
Frequency of contact by interns with selected groups. Eight 
areas of contact by interns with selected groups were listed. A 
majority of all three groups of respondents reported that interns 
were "very frequently" in contact with the administrative or super­
visory staff. Other less frequently contacted groups included board 
of education, instructional staff, pupils, community, administrators 
or supervisors in other systems, non-professional personnel, and 
professional organizations.
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Evaluation of performance of duties by the university super­
visor. Ten duties performed by the university supervisor were listed.
The majority of all three groups of respondents rated as "helpful" the 
following: organization of the program to meet the needs of interns
and the sponsoring school district; placement and supervision of interns; 
evaluation of the field experience program; evaluation of the professional 
growth of the intern; and provision of opportunities to integrate theory 
with practice. The majority of both university supervisors and interns 
rated as "helpful" the following duties: coordination of the program
between the university and the sponsoring school district, and provision 
of resources to the sponsoring administrator or supervisor. Both 
supervising practitioners and interns as a majority rated as "helpful" 
the following duty: appraising the suitability of the sponsoring school
administrator or supervisor.
Evaluation of performance of duties by the sponsoring school 
system or State Department administrator or supervisor. Eight duties 
of the sponsoring school system or State Department administrator or 
supervisor were listed. In evaluating the performance of those 
duties, the majority of all three groups of respondents rated as "very 
helpful" the following: maintenance of relationships with the
university; assignment of duties of interns; direct supervision of 
intern; and coordination of the intern's schedule.
Evaluation of selected outcomes of field experience programs 
as they relate to the intern. Five outcomes of the field experience 
programs as they relate to the intern were listed. From the stand­
point of the interns, all three groups of respondents rated the
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following outcome as "most valuable": better insight into adminis­
trative or supervisory roles. An additional outcome rated by a 
majority of both sponsoring practitioners and interns as "most 
valuable" was better comprehension of public relations. Three other 
outcomes rated of some value were success in securing administrative 
or supervisory position; increase in salary; and increase in status.
Intern personal information. Of the seventy-four interns, 
fifty-nine were male and fifteen were female. A total of sixty 
interns were Caucasian and fourteen were Negroid. Sixty-three were 
married; ten were single; and one was divorced. The average age of 
interns was thirty-six. Forty-nine interns had an average of 2.22 
children each. Eight interns participated in the field experience 
during the 1971-1972 school year; seventeen in 1972-1973; and forty- 
nine in 1973-1974. The average number of years prior teaching 
experience was eight, and the average number of years administrative 
or supervisory experience was six and one-half. In listing their 
present position, interns named the following: doctoral student,
thirty-nine; principal or assistant, fifteen; superintendent or 
assistant, seven; graduate instructor, two; assistant professor of 
education, one; associate Dean of Instruction, one; State Department, 
one; curriculum director or supervisor, three; school board member, 
one; middle school teacher, one; Director of Title III, one; federal 
program director, one; and Director of Pupil Personnel, one.
Intern evaluation. Twenty interns were evaluated by the 
university supervisor only. Eighteen interns were jointly evaluated 
by the university supervisor and the sponsoring practitioner. Thirty
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interns shared in their own evaluation with the university supervisor 
and the sponsoring practitioner. One intern did not know how he was 
evaluated, and five interns did not respond to this item.
Position change for the intern. Twenty-one interns reported a 
change of position after the field experience, and twenty-seven interns 
indicated no change. Twenty interns stated that they had not completed 
the program. Three interns reported that they definitely intended to 
change positions, and three interns did not respond to this item.
Intern salary increase. A total of twenty-one interns reported 
that they had an increase in salary after the experience, and thirty- 
one did not receive a salary increase. Twenty interns had not completed 
the program, and two interns did not respond to this item.
A move to position of choice by interns. While sixteen interns 
reported that it was easier to move into a position of their choice after 
the field experience, twenty-seven stated that it was not. Twenty-four 
interns indicated that they had not completed the program. One intern 
did not seek a change of position, and six interns did not respond to 
this item.
Alteration of the content or nature of the field experience 
program. Of the three groups of respondents, four university super­
visors, seven supervising practitioners, and twenty-nine interns thought 
the content or nature of the field experience program should be changed. 
The most frequently mentioned reasons for alteration of the content or 
nature of the program included more active involvement of the interns 
in meaningful activities, more and better financing of internships, more
time for the internship, better supervision by the university super­
visor, more structure with complete understanding of expectations, a 
better selection of participating school systems, better assessment of 
the student's needs prior to placement, and scheduling no course work 
during the experience.
Can administrators or supervisors be prepared just as well 
for their position by university courses without a field experience? 
Reacting to the question: ”Can administrators or supervisors be pre­
pared just as well for their position by university courses without a 
field experience?" nine university supervisors, nineteen sponsoring 
practitioners, and sixty-three interns responded in the negative. The 
most frequent rationale given by the three groups of respondents for 
taking this position included the following: it is needed by students
without actual administrative or supervisory experience in the class­
room; it gives one a chance to apply theory to practice; it is essential 
to have on-the-job training and experiences in preparation for an 
administrative or supervisory position; it provides a more lasting 
effect than course work; and field experience is to administration and 
supervision what student teaching is to teacher training--both are 
absolutely necessary.
Strengths of the field experience program. A field experience 
program may be evaluated by its strengths and weaknesses. The strengths 
most frequently mentioned by the three groups of respondents were the 
following: provides a gradual transition from theory to practice;
improves university/school relations; develops better administrators and 
supervisors; offers the dyad and triad arrangement (Georgia State
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University); affords first-hand experience; provides for interaction 
with fellow doctoral interns (when offered in a dyad, triad, or 
multi-based setting); develops good public relations; provides 
practical experience which the student may not have the opportunity 
to get elsewhere; affords periodic conferences with supervising 
practitioner; offers opportunity to participate in administrative 
activities of urban school systems; builds self-confidence; gives 
first-hand view of management; provides for interaction in weekly 
seminars with supervising practitioner; and helps to relieve financial 
concerns through federal grants, local school system supplements, 
university fellowships, or other means of remuneration.
Weaknesses of the field experience program. The most frequently 
mentioned weaknesses of the field experience program by the three 
groups of respondents included the following: a lack of adequate
university supervision; too limited a time for the experience; too 
much observation and not enough involvement; inflexibility of course 
requirements or taking campus courses simultaneous to the field 
experience; a need for funds to finance expenses of all interns; 
supervising practitioner is often too busy to provide adequate 
supervision and instruction; a lack of communication among the 
university, school system, and participant concerning goals; the 
need for a better planned program with clearly stated objectives; 
some school administrators and school systems are not ideal places 
for the best experience; a need for more interaction among interns; 
and not enough preparation of interns for the experience.
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CONCLUSIONS
On the basis of this study of "The Field Experience in 
Preparation Programs for Educational Administrators and Supervisors," 
it was concluded that:
1. A field experience was essential unless the student has had 
an extensive amount of prior administrative or supervisory exposure.
2. Each of the four types of field experience programs had 
recognizable strengths.
3. Doctoral interns placed in dyad-based, triad-based, or multi­
based programs had an advantage over mono-based program interns because 
of the unique opportunity of interaction afforded them.
4. The most comprehensive field experience program possible 
should be provided for interns based on their individual needs.
5. The placement of interns in appropriate school systems should
be a highly selective process.
6 . In some instances more adequate program planning with 
specific objectives is needed.
7. In some field experience programs interns need more active
involvement in meaningful activities with reduced observational
requirements.
8 . All interns should receive some measure of remuneration 
during their field experiences.
9. Some interns may need a longer experience (proportionate 
to individual needs) than others.
10. The field experience generally provides adequately for the 
transition from theory to practice.
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11. More university directors of field experience programs 
need to study the feasibility of increasing the placement of interns 
in urban school centers.
12. In some instances university supervisors should schedule 
more frequent visitations with interns.
13. An externship experience is important for providing follow- 
up of former interns in their administrative or supervisory duties.
14. Scheduling of campus course work during the field experience 
places a burden on some interns.
RECOMMENDATIONS
From the conclusions nine recommendations can be made:
1. Continue providing doctoral level field experience for 
students according to their individual needs.
2. Study the feasibility of dyad-based, triad-based, and multi­
based grouping in field centers or field stations to offer interns the
most appropriate and comprehensive field experiences.
3. Be highly selective of school systems and other educational 
agencies in which interns are placed for field experiences.
4. Study the feasibility of organizing externships programs to 
continue assistance to former interns who have assumed their first full­
time administrative or supervisory positions.
5. Provide some measure of remuneration for all interns during 
their field experiences.
6 . Give interns an opportunity to become more actively involved 
in appropriate activities while reducing observational requirements 
during field experience.
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7. Provide well-planned comprehensive field experience programs 
for interns.
8 . Study the feasibility of increased utilization of urban 
school districts as centers for the field experiences of interns.
9. Study the feasibility of not scheduling campus course work 
simultaneous to the field experience.
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APPENDIX A
LETTER REQUESTING PERMISSION TO USE PARTS OF QUESTIONNAIRE 
DEVELOPED BY DR. MYRL MARIE FARRELL
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February 20, 1974
Dr. Myrl Marie Farrell 
5412 Kirkwood Drive 
Washington, D. C.
Dear Dr. Farrell;
As a doctoral candidate in Educational Supervision at East 
Tennessee State University, I am engaged in a research study entitled 
"The Field Experience in Preparation Programs for Educational Admin­
istrators and Supervisors." My study is limited to doctoral programs 
in twenty state-supported universities located in twelve Southeastern 
states which are members of the Southern Regional Council on Educational 
Administration. My population will include public school administrators 
and supervisors of interns, externs, and university directors and 
supervisors.
I wish to secure your written permission to use parts of the 
instrument used in your dissertation to combine with some of my own 
questions. You indicated in a telephone conversation February 15, 1974, 
that I have your permission. I will be happy to send you a summary of 
my findings.
Thank you for your generous cooperation. A return envelope is 
provided for your convenience.
Sincerely,
Dr. C. Harold Measel 
Chairman
Doctoral Committee
Marvin Marion
Doctoral Fellow
ETSU, Box 2756
Johnson City, Tenn. 37601
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APPENDIX B
LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL AND QUESTIONNAIRE TO UNIVERSITY 
DIRECTOR AND/OR SUPERVISOR
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Dear Educator:
As a doctoral candidate in Educational Supervision at East 
Tennessee State University, I am engaged in a study entitled "The Field 
Experience in Preparation Programs for Educational Administrators and 
Supervisors." More specifically, the problem of this study is to 
identify four types of doctoral level field experiences and to analyze 
and evaluate the characteristics of these programs. The enclosed 
questionnaire is being used to collect data which will provide a basis 
for a doctoral dissertation.
Your cooperation will be vital to this research. Any pertinent 
information you could include, with this questionnaire, regarding your 
doctoral field experience or internship program would be appreciated 
very much. When I have completed my research I will be glad to send 
you a summary report of the findings.
The questionnaire has been designed to take only a few minutes of 
your time. I would appreciate your completing the enclosed question­
naire and returning it at your earliest convenience. A self-addressed 
envelope is enclosed to facilitate your response.
You will also find enclosed a list of definitions pertinent to the
study. It is furnished as a guide in responding to the questionnaire.
Thank you for your cooperation.
Sincerely
Dr. C. Harold Measel 
Chairman
Doctoral Committee
Marvin Marion
Doctoral Fellow
ETSU, Box 2756
Johnson City, Tenn. 37601
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DEFINITIONS USED IN THIS STUDY
1. Field Experience: This term is often used interchangeably with
the term internship. Any program of actual experience by direct 
on-the-job practice for doctoral students in school administration 
and/or supervision. The purpose is to help clarify the relation­
ship between theory and practice for the student, as well as to 
promote cooperation between the university and the school system.
2. Externship: Externship is a way of responding to the needs and
problems of former interna who are now practicing administrators
and supervisors. It consists of weekend retreats carrying course 
credit, involving both externs and current interns, conducted by 
university faculty in Educational Administration and Supervision.
3. Internship: Internship refers to a program in which the student
is placed either half-time or full-time in a school system, 
directed by a capable administrator or supervisor, supervised by
a university professor, and guided through a series of experiences 
representing major aspects of the job to be learned.
Mono-based; One doctoral intern placed in a school system 
with a practicing administrator or supervisor or with an 
educational agency for the purpose of on-the-job training 
is termed mono-based.
Dyad-based; The term refers to the pairing of two doctoral 
interns— one a practicing administrator; the other, an 
intern called a facilitator— for four quarters of field 
experience.
Triad-based: The term refers to the pairing of two doctoral
interns with a university professor. One student is a 
practicing administrator in the system; the other student is 
an outside person trained in a behavioral science. The 
university professor works closely with the two interns.
Multi-based: The term refers to three or more doctoral
interns in educational administration or supervision who are 
assigned to a field station or center for the purpose of 
on-the-job training and interaction.
4. Field Station: This term refers to three or more doctoral interns
who are assigned to a field station for a field experience.
During the experience, the students usually live together to 
enhance interaction regarding their assignments.
5. EPDA: Educational Professions Development Act is abbreviated EPDA.
6 . University Supervisor: The term refers to the professor responsible
for the direction and guidance of the intern on-the-job. He is the 
essential liaison between the college and the public school.
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7. Supervising Practitioner: The term refers to the administrator or
supervisor in a school system, having responsibility for the assign­
ment of duties, the day-to-day supervision of activities, and the 
direction of the intern's on-the-job experience.
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BASIC INFORMATION ABOUT DOCTORAL FIELD EXPERIENCE PROGRAMS
IN EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION AND SUPERVISION
PART A (To be completed by the University Director of Field Experience)
DIRECTIONS: It is understood that all the items in this questionnaire
cannot be answered by every university. Please answer these items to 
the best of your knowledge.
1. Name of University or College _________________________________
2. Respondent______________________________________________________
(name) (position)
3. University Director of program
(name) (position)
4. Is a field experience program, as defined, in educational adminis­
tration and/or supervision currently being offered to doctoral 
students?
In Administration: In Supervision:
Yes _____ No Yes_____ No
If the answer is No, do you have any plans to implement such 
programs?
Yes No
If so, when?
5. According to the definitions, is the program (please check one or 
more that apply)j
Administration: Supervision:
Mono-based_______________________  ______________
Dyad-based _______________ _________
Triad-based______________________  ___________
Multi-based______________________  __________
6 . According to the definition, does your program have "Field Station" 
Centers?
Yes  No
7. Have any of your doctoral students had field experiences with the 
State Department of Education?
Yes No
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8 . According to the definition, does your institution offer an 
"Externship Program?"
Yes  No
Is any consideration being given to the implementation of an 
"Externship Program?"
Yes No
9. The responsibility for the planning of the Field Experience 
Program is with the 
______ University staff solely
______ University, and sponsoring school district
_.____ Sponsoring school district solely
  Other, please specify
10. Planning is done each
Quarter , Semester , Week , Month ,
Other ( s p e c i f y ) ________________
11. Indicate the amount of academic credit allowed students for 
participation in the Field Experience Program:
_____ No Credits ____ Quarter hours per quarter
______ Unlimited ____ Semester hours per semester
Total maximum quarter or semester____ hours for entire
experience.
12. Average length of field experience; (please check one)
 One quarter  One semester
 Two quarters Two semesters
Three quarters  One full year
 Four quarters Other (specify)___
What do you consider to be an ideal length of time?
Specify _______________________________
13. At what point in the doctoral program is the field experience placed? 
Early part Middle part Latter part____
As convenient
Where should it be placed?
Early  Middle  Latter  As convenient
14. Degree awarded: Ed.D.______ Ph.D.____
15. What is the average age of doctoral interns? ____
16. Do the students receive any remuneration during the experience?
  Some of the students
_____ All of the students 
  None of the students
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If so, who pays for the experience?
Federal Grant ______ (specify what type)
Amount ....  (such as EPDA, etc.)
Local School System............ ....
Amount  . .
University Fellowship
Amount____________________.
Other______________________________ Amount_____________________
17. Is a field experience for doctoral candidates required by:
The institution? Yes No____
State Department for certification? Yes No
If it is not required, what percent of doctoral students are
involved in field experience?
18. Areas of administrative or supervisory experiences available:
(Check as many as apply)
Supervisory_______________________ ____ ____
Superintendency or assistant_______ _________
Elementary principalship____________________
Middle school principalship __________
Junior high principalship___________________
Senior high principalship _________
State Department of Education _ _ _ _ _ _
Other (specify) ____________________________
19. How long have field experience programs been offered for doctoral 
students? Since _____
(year)
This particular program? Since ________
(year)
20. How long has your institution had a doctoral program in Educational 
Administration and/or Supervision? Since _____
(year)
21. Were periodic seminars held during the internship experience:
Yes No How often?
Location?
Who usually conducted them?
22. Total number of doctoral students who have participated in field 
experience programs during the following academic years:
_______  1971-72
_______  1972-73
1973-74
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23. Names and locations of county or local, school districts and state 
departments of education participating in the program:
Name Location
24. Names and addresses of county or local school supervising practitioners 
and state department personnel participating in the program:
Name Address Position
25. Names, present positions, and addresses of 1971-72 and 1972-73 
interns:
Name Present Position Address
Name Present Position Address
Names and addresses of 1973-74 interns: 
Name Address
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BASIC INFORMATION ABOUT DOCTORAL FIELD EXPERIENCE PROGRAMS
IN EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION AND SUPERVISION
Part B (To be completed by the University Director of Supervisor of 
Doctoral Field Experience)
BASIC INFORMATION 
Name of Respondent ______________________
(position)
Address of Respondent _________________________________________
(street) (city and state)
Name of University or College where program is offered:
From your experience with the field experience program, evaluate the 
importance of the following objectives as they relate to the intern, 
the sponsoring school system, and the university.
Major Minor No
Objective Importance Importance Importance
(1) To develop a comprehensive 
view of educational admin­
istration and/or supervision ________  _________  _________
(2) To assist the student to 
make a gradual transition 
from theory to practice
under supervision __________  _________  _______ __
(3) To develop better adminis­
trators or supervisors 
through actual practice 
than could be developed
totally by course work______ __________  _________  _________
(4) To evaluate the adminis­
trative or supervisory
ability of students __________  _________  _________
(5) To develop a sense of 
professional ethics
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Major Minor No
Objective Importance Importance Importance
(6 ) To enable intern to benefit 
from lessons learned from 
sponsoring school systems
during their field experience_________  _______ ________ _
(7) To develop good human
relations _______ _________ ___________
(8 ) To provide additional 
services for the sponsoring 
field agency
(9) To evaluate the preparation 
programs of the university
(10) To stimulate interaction 
between the university and 
school districts in the 
area
(11) Others _____________
(please state)
2. Evaluate each of the following forms of intern orientation, if 
available, to the Field Experience Program.
Moderately Of Little Not 
Form of Orientation Helpful Helpful Help Available
(1) Conferences with 
the University
Supervisor       _________
(2) Meetings with the 
local board of
education __ _________  ________  ________
(3) Acquaintance with 
school district 
policies
(4) Conferences with 
local administrator 
and/or supervisor
(5) Tours of local 
schools
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Personal Very
Relationships Frequently Frequently Occasionally Never
(9) Other____________________ ___________________________ ______
(please state)
5. Evaluate each of the duties performed by the University supervisor:
Duties Moderately Of Little
Helpful Helpful Help
(1) Organization of the program to 
meet the needs of interns and
the sponsoring school district ______    _______
(2) Placement and supervision of
interns ______  _________  ________
(3) Appraising the suitability of 
the sponsoring school 
administrator or supervisor
(4) Coordination of the program 
between the university and the 
sponsoring school district
(5) Provision of university, 
resources to the sponsoring 
administrator or supervisor .
(6 ) Formal instruction of intern 
during experience
(7) Provision of opportunities 
to integrate theory with 
practice
(8 ) Revision of policies and 
procedures pertaining to the 
internship
(9) Evaluation of the professional 
growth of the intern
(10) Evaluation of the Field 
Experience Program
(11) Other
(please state)
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Evaluate each of the following duties performed by the Sponsoring 
School System Administrator or Supervisor:
Moderately Of Little 
Duties Helpful Helpful Help
(1) Maintenance of relationship
with the university _________ ____________ ________
(2) Direct supervision of intern _________ _ ___________
(3) Assignment of duties to intern ________ ____________ ________
(4) Provision of opportunities to
integrate theory with practice _______ _________ ________
(5) Coordination of the intern's
schedule     ________
(6 ) Evaluation of the professional
growth of the intern      _______
(7) Evaluation of the effectiveness
of the intern _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _  _________
(8 ) Evaluation of the Field
Experience Program ______  _________  _________
(9) Other ___________________ ______  _________  _________
(please state)
7. Evaluate each of the following outcomes which related to interns:
Most Moderately Somewhat No 
Outcome Valuable Valuable Valuable Value
(1) Better insight into admin­
istrative or supervisory 
roles
(2) Better comprehension of 
public relations
(3) Success in securing admin­
istrative or supervisory 
position
(4) Increase in salary
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Most Moderately Somewhat No 
Valuable Valuable Valuable Value
(5) Increase in status _______ ________ _______  ____
(6 ) Other ________________ ________________ ______ _ ___ _
(please state)
8 . Should the content or nature of the Field Experience Program be 
altered in any way? Yes No____
If yes, please comment ____ ______________ __________ __________
9. List the strengths of the program.
10. List the major weaknesses of the program.
11. Can administrators or supervisors be prepared just as well for
their positions by university courses without a field experience? 
Yes  No____
State Rationale ______________________________________________
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Thank you for your generous cooperation and prompt reply.
Parts of the instrument were developed by the researcher as a result of 
his problem statement and after a review of pertinent literature. A 
major part of the instrument was based on a field-tested questionnaire 
developed and used by Myrl Marie Farrell, "The Value of the Internship 
in the Preparation of Educational Administrators" (A doctor's disser­
tation, The Catholic University of America, Washington, D. C., 1966).
Please return the questionnaire form only.
APPENDIX C
LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL AND QUESTIONNAIRE TO SCHOOL 
ADMINISTRATOR AND/OR SUPERVISOR OF INTERN
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Dear Educator:
Internship programs in educational administration and supervision 
have been developed as a means of providing a more adequate preparation 
program for future public school leaders. As a doctoral candidate in 
Educational Supervision at East Tennessee State University, I am engaged 
in a research study entitled "The Field Experience in Preparation 
Programs for Educational Administrators and Supervisors. 11 The enclosed 
questionnaire is being used to collect data which will provide the basis 
for a doctoral dissertation. Questionnaires are being sent to 
university supervisors of field programs, sponsoring school administrators 
and supervisors, doctoral interns, and state department personnel who have 
worked with the program. Names have been forwarded to me by university 
directors of field experience programs.
The questionnaire has been so designed that for most of the answers 
a check mark will suffice. However, certain questions require your 
personal comments. Your cooperation in completing the questionnaire will 
be deeply appreciated and of tremendous value to further research on 
field programs in Educational Administration and Supervision.
Please return the completed questionnaire at your earliest con­
venience. Thank you for your valuable time, generous cooperation, and 
prompt completion of this questionnaire. A return envelope is provided 
for your convenience.
Sincerely,
Dr. C. Harold Measel, Chairman 
Doctoral Committee
Marvin Marion
Doctoral Fellow
ETSU Box 2756
Johnson City, Tenn. 37601
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BASIC INFORMATION ABOUT DOCTORAL FIELD EXPERIENCE PROGRAMS
IN EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION AND SUPERVISION
(For Administrators and Supervisors in public school systems or State 
Department of Education personnel working with Doctoral interns)
DIRECTIONS: Please place a check mark beside the one, or in some
instances, more than one appropriate answer. A few questions will 
need factual data while others will require your personal opinions. 
Please try to answer each query and feel free to add any additional 
comments you desire. Responses will not be identified or associated 
with any one individual. Thank you for your cooperation.
Name of Respondent  _____ ___________________________________
Address of Respondent_______________________ ____________________
(street) (city and state)
Present Position  __________________________________
Name of university or college where field experience program is/was 
offered _____________________________________________
Name of Sponsoring School District ________________________________
Address of Sponsoring School District _______________________________
IDENTIFICATION OF THE FIELD EXPERIENCE PROGRAM
Definitions:
1. Field Experience: used interchangeably with the term internship,
is a program of actual experience by direct on-the-job practice for 
doctoral students in school administration and supervision. The 
purpose is to help clarify the relationship between theory and 
practice for the student, as well as to promote cooperation between 
the university and the school system.
2. University Supervisor: The university supervisor is the professor
responsible for the direction and guidance of the student on-the- 
job. He is the essential liaison between the college and the public 
school.
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1. Organization of the Field Experience Program
A. Indicate the number of doctoral interns with whom you have 
worked since September, 1971 ________________
In Administration ___________  In Supervision_____
B. Indicate average amount of time each intern worked in your 
school system each week.
1/2 day 1 day_____ _, 2 days______, 3 days
4 days_____ , 5 days_____
C. Did you receive any remuneration from the university for 
supervision of interns?
Yes No
If yes, the approximate amount
2. From your experience with the Field Experience Program, evaluate 
the importance of the following objectives as they relate to the 
intern, the sponsoring school system, and the university:
, . . Major Minor No
— ~  Importance Importance Importance
(1) To develop a comprehensive 
view of educational adminis­
tration and/or supervision ______________________________
(2) To assist the student to make 
a gradual transition from 
theory to practice under 
supervision
(3) To develop better adminis­
trators or supervisors 
through actual practice 
than could be developed 
totally by course work
(4) To evaluate the adminis­
trative or supervisory 
ability of students
(5) To develop a sense of pro­
fessional ethics
(6 ) To enable interns to benefit 
from lessons learned from 
sponsoring school systems 
during their field experiences
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Major Minor No
Importance Importance Importance
(7) To develop good human
relations ______________________________
(8 ) To provide additional 
services for the sponsoring 
field agency
(9) To evaluate the preparation 
programs of the University
(10) To stimulate interaction 
between the university and 
the school districts in the 
area
(11) Other ________________
(please state)
3. Planning and Seminars
A. As a sponsoring administrator and/or supervisor, were you directly 
involved in the planning of learning experiences for the intern?
Yes No_____
In what ways? _______________________________________________
B. Were periodic seminars held? 
Yes No
How often?
Who usually conducted them?__
4. Evaluate each of the following forms of intern orientation, if 
available, to the field experience program;
Moderately Of Little Not
Helpful Helpful Help Available 
Form of Orientation   — --------   1 —
(1) Conferences with the
University s u p e r v i s o r ___________________ ________________
(2) Meetings with the local 
board of education
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Form of Orientation
(3) Acquaintance with school 
district policies
(4) Conferences with local 
administrator and/or 
supervisor
(5) Tours of local schools
(6 ) Other _________________
(please state)
5. Length of Field Experience
A. What would you consider to be an ideal length of time for a 
doctoral level field experience? (choose one)
One full year ______  One semester __
One quarter ______ '^wo semesters
Two quarters ______  Other, please state  
Three quarters ______
Four quarters ______  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
B. What was the usual length of the field experiences of interns 
with whom you have worked?
Please state ________________________
6 . At what point in the doctoral program is the field experience placed?
Early part _ _ _ _ _  Middle part _ _ _ _ _
Latter part ______ As convenient ______
Where should it be placed?
Please state _____________________________
Moderately Of Little Not 
Helpful Helpful Help Available
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7. Place check marks beside the learning experiences provided for 
your interns.
  Curriculum
 Instruction
  Personnel
  Purchasing
  Supervision
  Southern Association
Evaluation
  Auxiliary Agencies
  Finance and Budget
  School Plant Construction
  Other, please specify ____
8. Indicate the frequency of contact of interns with the following groups:
Very
Personal Relationship Frequently Frequently Occasionally Never
(1) Board of E d u c a t i o n ________________________ _____________
(2) Administrative or
Supervisory staff    ____________ _____
(3) Instructional staff    ______________ ____
(4) P u p i l s __________________________   ______
(5) Community    _____________ _____
(6) Administrators or 
supervisors in other
systems ___________ ________ __________ _____
(7) Non-professional
personnel ________ __________ _________ _____
(8) Professional organi­
zations ____ ____________ __________________
(9) Other
Plant Operation
Pupil Services
Maintenance
Transportation
Business Management
School-Community Relations
(please state)
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9. Evaluate each of the following duties performed by the university 
supervisor:
Moderately Of Little 
Duties Helpful Helpful Help
(1) Organization of the program 
to meet the needs of interns
and the sponsoring school _________ ________ _ ________
district
(2) Placement and supervision of
interns ________  _____
(3) Appraising the suitability of 
the sponsoring school adminis­
trator or supervisor
(4) Coordination of the program 
between the university and 
the sponsoring school district
(5) Provision of university 
resources to the sponsoring 
administrator and supervisor
(6 ) Formal instruction of intern 
during experience
(7) Provision of opportunities 
to integrate theory with 
practice
(8 ) Revision of policies and 
procedures pertaining to 
the internship
(9) Evaluation of the pro­
fessional growth of the 
intern
(10) Evaluation of the field 
experience program
(11) Other _______________
(please state)
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10. Evaluate each of the following duties performed by the sponsoring
school system administrator or supervisor of the intern:
Very Moderately Of Little
Duties Helpful Helpful Help
(1) Maintenance of relationships
with university _______ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ________
(2) Direct supervision of interns   ___________ _________
(3) Assignment of duties to
interns   _________ _______
(4) Provision of opportunities 
to integrate theory with
practice _______ _________ ________
(5) Coordination of the intern's
schedule   ________ ________
(6 ) Evaluation of the professional
growth of the intern     ________
(7) Evaluation of the effective­
ness of the intern _ _ _ _ _ ___________ ________
(8 ) Evaluation of the field
experience program   _________ ________
(9) Other ______________________ ______  _______ __ ________
(please state)
11. Evaluate each of the following outcomes which relate to interns:
Moderately Somewhat No 
Outcome Valuable Valuable Valuable Value
(1) Better insight into 
administrative or super­
visory roles _________________ _ _____
(2) Better comprehension of
public relations___________________________________  ____
(3) Success in securing admin­
istrative or supervisory 
position
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Outcome
(4) Increase in salary
(5) Increase in status
(6 ) Other ______ ________
(please state)
12. Should the content or nature of the field experience program be 
altered in any way?
Yes  No____
If yes, please comment ______ _____________________________
13. List the strengths of the program.
Moderately Somewhat No 
Valuable Valuable Valuable Value
14. List the major weaknesses of the program.
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15. Can administrators or supervisors be prepared just as well for their 
positions by university courses without a field experience?
Yes No____
State Rationale: __________________________________
Thank you for your generous cooperation and prompt reply.
Parts of the instrument were developed by the researcher as a result of 
his problem statement and after a review of pertinent literature. A 
major part of the instrument was based on a field-tested questionnaire 
developed and used by Myrl Marie Farrell, "The Value of the Internship 
in the Preparation of Educational Administrators" (a Doctor's disser­
tation, The Catholic University of America, Washington, D. C., 1966).
Please return the questionnaire form only.
APPENDIX D
LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL AND QUESTIONNAIRE 
TO INTERN
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Dear Intern:
As a doctoral candidate in Educational Supervision at East 
Tennessee State University, I am engaged in a research study entitled 
"The Field Experience in Preparation Programs for Educational Admin­
istrators and Supervisors." More specifically, the problem of this 
study is to identify four types of doctoral level field experiences 
and to analyze characteristics of these programs. The enclosed 
questionnaire is being used to collect data which will provide a basis 
for a doctoral dissertation.
Your cooperation will be vital to this research. I would 
appreciate your completing the questionnaire and returning it at 
your earliest convenience. It has been designed to take only a few 
minutes of your time. A self-addressed envelope is enclosed to 
facilitate your response.
You will also find enclosed a list of definitions pertinent to 
the study, It is furnished as a guide in responding to the 
questionnaire.
Thank you for your cooperation.
Sincerely,
Dr. C. Harold Measel, Chairman 
Doctoral Committee
Marvin Marion
Doctoral Fellow
ETSU, Box 2756
Johnson City, Tenn. 37601
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DEFINITIONS USED IN THIS STUDY
1. Field Experience: This term is often used interchangeably with
the term internship. Any program of actual experience by direct 
on-the-job practice for doctoral students in school administration 
and/or supervision. The purpose is to help clarify the relation­
ship between theory.and practice for the study, as well as to 
promote cooperation between the university and the school system.
2. Externship: Externship is a way of responding to the needs and
problems of former interns who are now practicing administrators 
and supervisors. It consists of weekend retreats carrying course 
credit, involving both externs and current interns, conducted by 
university faculty in Educational Administration and Supervision.
3. Internship: Internship refers to a program in which the student
is placed either half-time or full-time in a school system, 
directed by a capable administrator or supervisor, supervised by
a university professor, and guided through a series of experiences 
representing major aspects of the job to be learned.
Mono-based; One doctoral intern placed in a school system 
with a practicing administrator or supervisor or with an 
educational agency for the purpose of on-the-job training 
is termed mono-based.
Dyad-based: The term refers to the pairing of two doctoral
interns--one a practicing administrator; the other, an 
intern called a facilitator--for four quarters of field 
experience.
Triad-based: The term refers to the pairing of two doctoral
interns with a university professor. One student is a 
practicing administrator in the system; the other student 
is an outside person trained in a behavioral science. The 
university professor works closely with the two interns.
Multi-based; The term refers to three or more doctoral 
interns in educational administration or supervision who 
are assigned to a field station or center for the purpose 
of on-the-job training and interaction.
4. Field Station: This term refers to three or more doctoral interns
who are assigned to a field station for a field experience. During 
the experience, the students usually live together to enhance 
interaction regarding their assignments.
5. EFDA: Educational Professions Development Act is abbreviated EPDA.
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6 . University Supervisor: The term refers to the professor responsible
for the direction and guidance of the intern on-the-job. He is the 
essential liaison between the college and the public school.
7. Supervising Practitioner: The term refers to the administrator or
supervisor in a school system, having responsibility for the assign­
ment of duties, the day-to-day supervision of activities, and the 
direction of the intern's on-the-job experience.
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BASIC INFORMATION ABOUT DOCTORAL FIELD EXPERIENCE PROGRAMS
IN EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION AND SUPERVISION
(This questionnaire is for interns and former interns.)
DIRECTIONS: Please place a check mark beside the one, or in some 
instances, more than one appropriate answer. A few questions will 
need factual information while some others will require your personal 
opinions. Please try to answer each query and feel free to make any
comments that you desire. Your name is requested on the questionnaire.
Thank you for your cooperation.
Name of Respondent
Degree held
Address of Respondent
(street) (city and state)
Category of Respondent:
Former intern  Intern at present____
Name of university where field experience program is/was offered
Name of Sponsoring School District
Address of Sponsoring School District
PERSONAL INTERN INFORMATION
Sex_____  Race Age
Marital Status Number of Children ___________
Your Present Position
Years of Field Experience 1971-72
1972-73
1973-7 4_________
Number of years prior teaching experience ____________________
243
Number of years administrative or supervisory experience prior to 
internship
Specify what type
Was prior teaching experience a requirement for entrance into your 
doctoral program? Yes No
If yes, how many years?
Did you receive any remuneration during the field experience?
Yes  No____
If so, who paid for the experience?
Federal Grant (Specify what type, such
as E.P.D.A.)
Amount 
Local School System 
Amount 
University Fellowship 
Amount
Other
Amount
1. According to the definition, is the program in which you are/were 
involved (please check one or more which apply):
Administration: Supervision
Mono-based _______________ _____________
Dyad-based __________
Triad-based ' ____________
Multi-based ____________  _______
2. According to the definition, is/was your experience in a Field 
Station Center? Yes  No
3. Was your experience with:
A school system
State Department of Education
Other, please specify
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Was your experience in:
State Department of Education
Central Office of School System, working with supervisor
Superintendent_____
Assistant Superintendent 
Elementary principal 
Middle School principal
Junior High principal____
Senior High principal____
Other, please specify
4. According to the definition, have you ever been in an "Externship 
Program" sponsored by your university? Yes No
Any other university? Yes No
Specify the name of the University
5. What degree were you awarded?
Ed.D._  Ph.D.
or will be awarded pending completion of the doctoral programs: 
Ed.D.  Ph.D._____
6 . Indicate the amount of time you worked each week during the 
experience.
1 / 2  day 1  day , 2  days 3 days , 4 days ,
5 days , other _______________________
(specify)
7. Indicate how you learned about the field experience program,
  University Catalog
  University staff
  Former intern
______ Professional literature
______ School administrator and supervisor
 Other, please specify ____________________________________________
8 . Planning, Credit, and Participation in Seminars:
A. As an intern were you directly involved in the planning of your 
internship program and activities?
Yes  No
In what ways?
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B. Indicate the amount of academic credit you received for the 
field experience.
no credits quarter hours per quarter
 unlimited semester hours per semester
Total quarter or semester hours for entire
experience.
C. Indicate the reason for your participation in the field 
experience program.
 required by the university
required by employing school district
 required by the state for certification
elected by the student with special interest
 recommended by doctoral committee
 other, please specify
D. Were periodic internship seminars held?
Yes No How Often?
Who usually conducted them?
9. Length of Field Experience
A. What would you consider to be an ideal length of time for a 
doctoral level field experience?
One full year____
One quarter____
Two quarters____
Three quarters____
Four quarters____
Other, please specify
B. What was the length of your field experience?
Please state  ________________________
10. At what point in the doctoral program did you field experience 
come?
Early part  Middle part____
Latter part  When convenient____
Where should it be placed?
One semester^ 
Two semesters
Please state
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11. From your experience with the field program evaluate the importance 
of the following objectives as they relate to the intern, the 
sponsoring school system, and the university.
Major Minor No
Objective Importance Importance Importance
(1) To develop a comprehensive 
view of educational admin­
istration and/or supervision _________ ________ ________
(2) To assist the student to make 
a gradual transition from 
theory to practice under
supervision _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ________
(3) To develop better adminis­
trators or supervisors 
through actual practice 
than could be developed
totally by course work    _ _ _ _ _ _ _
(4) To evaluate the adminis­
trative or supervisory
ability of students ________ ________ ________
(5) To develop a sense of
professional ethics _________ ________ ________
(6) To enable interns to 
benefit from lessons 
learned from sponsoring 
school systems during their
field experience ________ ________ ________
(7) To develop good human
r e l a t i o n s __________________ ___________
(8 ) To provide additional 
services for the sponsoring 
field agency
(9) To evaluate the preparation 
programs of the university
(10) To stimulate interaction 
between the university and 
school districts in the area
(11) Others
(please state)
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12. Evaluate each of the following forms of intern orientation, if 
available, to the field experience program.
Moderately Of Little Not 
Form of Orientation Helpful Helpful Help Available
(1) Conferences with the
university supervisor ________ __________ _________ _________
(2) Meetings with the local
board of e d u c a t i o n ______________________
(3) Acquaintance with school 
district policies
(4) Conference with local 
administrator and/or 
supervisor
(5) Tours of local schools
(6 ) Other  _____________
(please state)
13. Place a check mark beside the learning experiences in which you 
participated:
 Curriculum
 Instruction
 Personnel
 Purchasing
 Supervision
 Southern Association
Evaluation
 Auxiliary Agencies
 Finance and Budget
 School Plant Construction
 Other, please specify____
List any areas in which you desired experiences, but they were not 
made available to you by the sponsoring school system.
Plant Operation 
Pupil Services 
Maintenance 
Transportation 
Business Management 
School-Community 
Relations
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14. Indicate the frequency of your contact with the following groups:
Very
Relationships Frequently Frequently Occasionally Never
(1) Board of Education _________ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _________ ____
(2) Administrative or
supervisory staff __________ __________ __________ _____
(3) Instructional staff ________ _________ _________ _____
(4) Pupils _________ _________  ____
(5) Community ________     _____
(6 ) Administrators or 
supervisors in other
systems _________ ________ ___________ _____
(7) Non-professional
personnel ________ ________ _________ _____
(8 ) Professional
Organizations ________ ' _________ _____
(9) Other _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ________  ____
(please state)
15. Evaluate each of the following duties performed by the university 
supervisor:
Very Moderately Of Little 
Duties Helpful Helpful Help
(1) Organization of the program 
to meet the needs of interns 
and the sponsoring school
district ______  _________  ________
(2) Placement and supervision of 
interns
(3) Appraising the suitability of 
the sponsoring school adminis­
trator or supervisor
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Very Moderately Of Little
Duties Helpful Helpful Help
(4) Coordination of the program 
between the university and
the sponsoring school district _______ _________ __________
(5) Provision of university 
resources to the sponsoring
administrator or supervisor ______  ________  ________
(6 ) Formal instruction of intern 
during experience
(7) Provision of opportunities to 
integrate theory with practice
(8 ) Revision of policies and 
procedures pertaining to 
the internship
(9) Evaluation of the pro­
fessional growth of the 
intern
(10) Evaluation of the field 
experience program
(11) Other_________________
(please state)
16. Evaluate each of the following duties performed by the sponsoring 
school system or state department administrator or supervisor with 
whom you worked:
Very Moderately Of Little
Duties Helpful Helpful Help
(1) Maintenance of relationships
with the university _ _ _ _ _  ________ _______
(2) Direct supervision of intern _______ ________ _______
(3) Assignment of duties to 
interns
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Duties
(4) Provision of opportunities 
to integrate theory with 
practice
(5) Coordination of the intern's 
schedule
(6 ) Evaluation of the pro­
fessional growth of the 
intern
(7) Evaluation of the
effectiveness of the intern
(8 ) Evaluation of the field 
experience program
(9) Other _________________
(please state)
17. Evaluate each of the following outcomes which relate to you as an 
intern:
Moderately Somewhat No 
Outcome Valuable Valuable Valuable Value
(1) Better insight into
administrative or super­
visory roles . _ _
(2) Better comprehension of 
public relations
(3) Success in securing 
administrative or super­
visory position
(4) Increase in salary
(5) Increase in status
(6 ) Other _______'
Very Moderately Of Little 
Helpful fielpful Help
(please state)
251
18. Evaluation and position change
A. Was your field experience evaluation determined by;
University supervisor only 
Supervising practitioner
 University supervisor and supervising practitioner jointly
 Intern, university supervisor, and supervising practitioner
B. Did you change positions (employment) after the field experience? 
Yes No____  Other
(please state)
C. Was your salary increased as a result of the field experience? 
Yes  No Other
(please state)
D. Was it easier to move into a position of your choice as a result 
of the field experience?
Yes  No Other_____________________________ _______
(please state)
19. Should the content or nature of the field experience program be 
altered in any way?
Yes  No
If yes, please comment
20. List the strengths of the program.
21. List the major weaknesses of the program.
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22. Can administrators or supervisors be prepared just as well for their 
positions by university courses without a field experience?
Yes  No____
State Rationale:____________________________________ _________
Thank you for your generous cooperation and prompt reply.
Parts of the instrument were developed by the researcher as a result of 
his problem statement and after a review of pertinent literature. A 
major part of the instrument was based on a field-tested questionnaire 
developed and used by Myrl Marie Farrell, "The Value of the Internship 
in the Preparation of Educational Administrators" (a Doctor's disser­
tation, The Catholic University of America, Washington, D. C., 1966).
Please return the questionnaire form only.
APPENDIX E 
PARTICIPATING UNIVERSITIES
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STATE
Alabama
Arkansas
Florida
Georgia
PARTICIPATING UNIVERSITIES
UNIVERSITY AND CONTACT PERSON
University of Alabama 
Tuscaloosa, Alabama 
Department of Education 
Dr. Bruce Peseau
Auburn University 
Auburn, Alabama 
Department of Education 
Dr. John Walden
University of Arkansas 
Fayetteville, Arkansas 
Department of Educational 
Administration and Research 
Dr. Roy Allen
University of Florida 
Gainesville, Florida 
Department of Educational 
Administration 
Dr. Michael Nunnery
Florida State University 
Tallahassee, Florida 
Department of Education 
Dr. L. V. Rasmussen
Atlanta University 
Atlanta, Georgia 
Department of Education 
Dr. Steve Hermann
Georgia State University 
Atlanta, Georgia 
Department of Educational 
Administration 
Dr. James Frasher
University of Georgia 
Athens, Georgia 
Department, of Education 
Dr. Doyne Smith
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STATE UNIVERSITY AND CONTACT PERSON
Kentucky University of Kentucky 
Lexington, Kentucky 
Department of Education 
Dr. James R. Ogletree
Louisiana Louisiana State University 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 
Department of Education 
Dr. Robert Blackmon
Mississippi University of Mississippi 
University, Mississippi 
Department of Education 
Dr. Jerry H. Robbins
North Carolina North Carolina State University 
Raleigh, North Carolina 
Department of Education 
Dr. Carl Dolce
University of North Carolina 
Chapel Hill, North Carolina 
Department of Education 
Dr. Norton Beach
South Carolina University of South Carolina
Columbia, South Carolina 
Department of Education 
Dr. Cecil Tucker
Tennessee East Tennessee State University
Johnson City, Tennessee 
Department of Education 
Dr. Clyde Orr
University of Tennessee 
Knoxville, Tennessee 
Department of Educational
Administration and Supervision 
Dr. Gerald C. Ubben
Memphis State University 
Memphis, Tennessee 
Department of Education 
Dr. Harry Boyd
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STATE
Virginia
West Virginia
UNIVERSITY AND CONTACT PERSON
University of Virginia 
Charlottesville, Virginia 
Department of Education 
Dr. W. H. Seawell
West Virginia University 
Charleston, West Virginia 
Department of Education 
Dr. John Andes
APPENDIX F
EAST TENNESSEE STATE UNIVERSITY GUIDELINES FOR INTERNSHIPS 
WITH THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION IN EDUCATIONAL 
ADMINISTRATION AND SUPERVISION
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EAST TENNESSEE STATE UNIVERSITY GUIDELINES FOR INTERNSHIPS 
WITH THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION IN EDUCATIONAL 
ADMINISTRATION AND SUPERVISION
The following are suggested general requirements which should 
be appropriate but flexible for Master's, sixth-year, and doctoral 
students from East Tennessee State University doing an internship with 
the State Department of Education:
I. Introduction
It is believed that a good preparation program for school 
administration and supervision should have the following components:
a. a core of basic professional courses in education
b. courses in specialized subjects
c. practical on-the-job experience in various aspects of
education
II. The Internship
Specific requirements for all interns are:
a. Allow the student's committee to make the ultimate decision
about the length of the internship and the number of 
quarter hours credit each quarter. The decision will be 
based on the student's need.
b. Schedule a minimum of 100 contact hours of field experience
activities for each three hours of credit for which the 
intern is enrolled, This would mean approximately two 
five-hour days each week for each three quarter hours 
credit.
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c. Maintain a weekly log of activities. The log may
indicate a variety of experiences and may be used as 
a basis for conferences with the coordinator.
d. Schedule at least three conferences approximately one
hour in length with the University coordinator. The 
structure of the conference is to be largely determined 
by the intern.
e. Attend regularly scheduled State Department meetings at
the request of the State Department supervisor.
f. Attend periodic seminar and announced meetings at the
University.
III. Assumptions:
The Field Experience Program operates on the following 
assumptions:
a. It is fully understood that the State Department of
Education will not compensate the intern in the form 
of a salary during the 1973-1974 school year.
b. It is recognized that the supervisor to whom the intern
is assigned is in full charge of the ongoing operation 
and that the intern has responsibility only when it is 
delegated to him by the supervisor,
c. It is believed that the intern is primarily responsible
for his own training. He constantly seeks opportunities 
for beneficial experience to him and to his supervisor.
d. It is understood that the intern adheres to professional
ethics regarding his conduct, including the handling of
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confidential matters. He will be punctual, reliable, 
and diplomatic,
e. It is a firm understanding that if the intern does not 
comply with the aforesaid criteria or a particular 
assignment, he will be subject to being withdrawn from 
the field experience.
IV. Communication
An important characteristic of a good field experience program 
is the establishment of an open three-way channel of communication 
involving the University, the intern, and the State Department of 
Education.
The University coordinator is on call and will schedule visits 
where the intern is assigned.
V. Evaluation
Evaluation should be a three-way process involving the State 
Department supervisor, the intern, and the University coordinator.
VI. Experiences Appropriate for an Intern
Hopefully, the field experience program will be flexible enough 
to permit the intern to discuss what he wants included in this experience 
with the State Department supervisor and the University coordinator.
This will provide for individual differences and will allow each intern 
to have a comprehensive but unique type experience.
Supervision would include observation and participation in any 
planned activity for the improvement of instruction. Classroom 
visitation is desirable if it offers the intern an opportunity to see 
good teaching in different subject areas. A viable experience for a
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Supervision major would be participation in curriculum planning for a 
school system. Another valuable experience would be attending 
departmental, regional, and State Department meetings. The intern 
should see the total picture being involved in essentially everything 
the State Department supervisor is doing.
The'field experience might involve working on one of five 
planning and management teams which include:
a. Coordinator of Curriculum and Related Services K-12;
b. General Administration;
c. Finance and Administration;
d. Facilities and Essential Services;
e. New Programs such as Educationally Handicapped,
Vocational Education, and Fusing of Special Education 
Programs.
A person interested in Supervision might wish to work with the 
Coordinator of Curriculum and Special Services. A part of his job 
might be working with pupil personnel service and compensatory education. 
He might also work with school systems in curriculum development.
Field Services is another area. If an intern is a specialist 
in a subject area, he may wish to work at the school system level with 
teachers in the classroom.
Administration might involve attendance of State Department 
and regional level meetings as well as the Superintendent’s Study 
Council. If an intern in Administration were interested in finance, 
there is a State Department person in that area who assists school 
systems in budgeting.
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Another area of Administration is facilities which includes 
school plant, buses, and food services. An intern interested in that 
aspect of Administration would work on a team and make a concerted 
effort to come up with a package deal for a school system.
If an intern is interested in planning and management, he 
should work in that area of Administration whiih would involve a look 
at the total school program. Planning and management teams are co- 
workers with school system superintendents and their staff.
Whatever the field experiences are for the intern, they should 
be a relevant part of his program.
